University of Wollongong

Research Online
University of Wollongong Thesis Collection

University of Wollongong Thesis Collections

2013

Students’ perceptions of choice criteria in the
selection of an Indonesian public university
Andriani Kusumawati
University of Wollongong, ak993@uow.edu.au

Recommended Citation
Kusumawati, Andriani, Students’ perceptions of choice criteria in the selection of an Indonesian public university, Doctor of Business
Administration thesis, Sydney Business School, University of Wollongong, 2013. http://ro.uow.edu.au/theses/3933

Research Online is the open access institutional repository for the
University of Wollongong. For further information contact the UOW
Library: research-pubs@uow.edu.au

Students’ Perceptions of Choice Criteria in
the Selection of an Indonesian Public
University

A thesis submitted in fulfilment of the requirements for the award of the degree

Doctor of Business Administration

by

Andriani Kusumawati

Sydney Business School
University of Wollongong

2013

THESIS CERTIFICATION
I, Andriani KUSUMAWATI, declare that this thesis in fulfilment of the requirements
for the award of Doctor of Business Administration, in the Sydney Business School,
University of Wollongong, is wholly my own work unless otherwise referenced or
acknowledged. The document has not been submitted for qualifications at any other
academic institutions.

Andriani KUSUMAWATI
April 2013

i

ABSTRACT
The Indonesian higher-education landscape has evolved rapidly to become more
market-oriented:

institutions

compete

for

student

enrolments.

Therefore,

understanding students’ choice criteria for selecting a higher-education institution
has become increasingly important. The purpose of this study was (1) to explore and
determine the most relevant factors considered by Indonesian students when
selecting an Indonesian public university in which to study; (2) to estimate the
relative importance the students attach to the factors that influence them to select a
public university and the various levels of each factor; (3) to determine whether there
are groups of students for whom different factors are more important; and (4) to
determine market-share predictions for real and ‘ideal’ student choice criteria in the
selection of an Indonesian public university. Understanding both the factors that are
most influential in selecting an institution and the prospective students’ methodology
in their choice process is imperative, particularly for those involved in the
recruitment process; therefore, this study makes a significant contribution to the body
of knowledge.
A mixed-methods research design, with qualitative and quantitative phases, was
employed in the current research. The qualitative study used an individual qualitative
questionnaire and focus-group discussions using a same cohort of 48 first-year
undergraduate students in five public universities in Java and Sumatra. Thematic
analysis was employed to generate factors that were then used to construct a
questionnaire for quantitative survey. The quantitative study employed a conjoint
questionnaire on high-school leavers who were actively engaged in the decision to
select either public autonomous or non-autonomous universities in Java, which
resulted in a final sample size of 403 responses. The complicated trade-offs that
students had to make in determining which attributes were important to them – and
how important – were analysed using conjoint analysis.
The research demonstrated that conjoint analysis identified and described consumer
preferences in two models – aggregate and segmented – based on the importance
values and the part-worth utilities obtained. A key finding of this study is that advice
from family, friends, and/or teachers on students’ decision to choose a public
ii

university, along with job prospects, total expenses, campus atmosphere, reputation
and proximity were considered as choice factors unique to the Indonesian highereducation context. Cluster analysis identified two homogeneous student segments:
‘social networks-based decision’ segment and ‘rational decision’ segment. The first
segment places the highest importance on advice from family, friends and/or
teachers, followed (in order) by job prospects, total expenses, proximity, campus
atmosphere and reputation. In contrast, the second segment rated reputation as the
most important, followed by job prospects and advice from family, friends and/or
teachers, while proximity was the least important.
This thesis recommends the need for a stronger marketing orientation on the part of
universities and each department within these universities including the
implementation of an effective institutional development plan, particularly studentrecruitment management. Understanding prospective students’ choice process has
high potential for developing university marketing strategies. Public universities
should deliver on the most important criteria identified by prospective students. By
using the criteria found to be important from the students’ perspectives, institutions
of higher learning could revise their marketing strategy. Therefore, mass
customisation is the appropriate marketing strategy for universities.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1

Background of the Study

The governance of the higher-education systems throughout the world has changed
considerably in the recent years. The main driver of this change has been the decreased
role of governments, where government funding for higher education has been replaced
by competitive markets (Maringe 2006). This transformation in higher education has
been also influenced by intense global competition, declining funding and changing
demand patterns (Kallio 1995; Jarvis 2000; Gibbs 2001; Veloutsou, Lewis & Paton
2004).
Caruana, Ramaseshan and Ewing (1998) asserted that tertiary education institutions are,
like business firms, required to monitor and adapt to the continuous changes taking
place in the political, economic, social and technological environment. Under such
conditions, higher-education institutions (HEIs) are not immune to having to respond to
competitive pressures by improving service delivery and better governance (Mok 2003,
2007). Some universities have responded to those pressures by engaging in structural
reforms to become more efficient and effective in decision-making and operations, and
to be more economic within the limits of available resources (Ball 1998). However,
there have been increasing pressures for public and private universities to become
entrepreneurial, and view students as consumers and increase their marketing activities
to remain competitive (Gray, Fam & Llanes 2003). Furthermore, there have been calls
to respond to such challenges by understanding and influencing the HEI choice process
among prospective students (Maringe 2006; Briggs & Wilson 2007).
Careful attention to the most influential factors determining institutional selection by
potential students is essential. Students will increasingly demand better quality and may
reward those universities that they see as providing the desired quality standards. The
process of selecting a university for a high-school student appears to be a complex
decision involving many different factors (Wirt 1999). Selecting an HEI may not
depend on only one significant factor.
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1.2

Higher Education in Indonesia

Indonesia is facing new challenges in the higher-education sector. These challenges
include government reforms in higher education; specifically, a move towards
establishing institutions as legal entities and changes in university autonomy and
funding mechanisms. The main driving force behind these changes is a widespread
perception that universities in Indonesia are seen as inefficient and ineffective (Tadjudin
2005). Although the Indonesian government increased the budget allocation for
education from 18% of the national budget in 2008 to 20% in 2009, the allocation for
public education has been dominated by basic education (Wicaksono & Friawan 2008).
A recent study by the World Bank (2007) examining Indonesian education spending per
program reported that, tertiary education received less than 10%, of the education
budget, while primary education (pre-school, primary school, and junior secondary) and
middle or secondary education received around 75% and 15%, respectively. Thus,
government policy seems to focus on providing basic education for the masses. Budget
limitations force the government to make basic education a priority (Fahmi 2007).
Recently, the higher-education system in Indonesia has been undergoing change.
Introduced after the enactment of Law 22 in 1999, the principle of educational
decentralisation was subsequently extended by the Presidential Decree 61/1999 to
facilitate plans to transform public into autonomous universities; in Indonesian, Badan
Hukum Milik Negara (BHMN), or ‘state owned legal entities’. The regulation
significantly increased the academic and financial autonomy of universities, and formed
the structure of the Basic Framework for Higher Education Development, KPPTJP IV
(2003-2010). This decree was also supported by Indonesian Government Regulations
152/2000, 153/2000, 154/2000 and, 155/2000, and the Act of the Republic of Indonesia
on the National Education System No. 20/2003. Article 53 of the Act established a pilot
scheme, which awarded four public HEIs the new BHMN status.
The transformation has been led by four well-established public HEIs: Universitas
Indonesia (Jakarta), Universitas Gadjah Mada (Yogyakarta), Institut Teknologi
Bandung (Bandung), and Institut Pertanian Bogor (Bogor). The four BHMN
universities are among the top-ranked HEIs in Indonesia. Four other HEIs also have
received autonomy status: Universitas Sumatera Utara (Medan), Universitas Pendidikan
2

Indonesia (Bandung), Universitas Airlangga (Surabaya) and Institut Teknologi Sepuluh
Nopember (Surabaya). These HEIs have become privatised with their management no
longer under the control of the Indonesian Government or the Ministry of National
Education (MONE) (Fahmi 2007). Currently, Indonesia has 48 public universities
spread over different provinces and islands. As shown in Table 1.1, the Java region has
the largest number (37.5%), followed by Sumatra (23%).
Table 1.1 Number of Public Universities in Indonesia
Universities
Region
Non-Autonomous Autonomous Total
Java
14
4
18
Sumatra
10
1
11
Sulawesi
8
8
Kalimantan
4
4
Bali
2
2
Nusa Tenggara
2
2
Papua
2
2
Maluku
1
1
Total

43

5

48

Source: DGHE (2008), Basaruddin (2009), DGHE (2009)
The higher-education participation rate in Indonesia steadily increased between 1995
and 2009, from 11.7% to 18.36%. However, the rate of enrolment in Indonesian higher
education is still lower than some countries, such as China (20.3%), Malaysia (32.5%),
Thailand (42.7%) and Korea (91%). Table 1.2 illustrates the enrolment of Indonesian
higher-education institutions during the period: 1995 to 2009. Tertiary enrolment is
defined as number of students (total) enrolled in tertiary education. Gross Enrolment
Rate (GER) at the tertiary levels is calculated by expressing the number of students
(total) enrolled in tertiary education, regardless of age, as a percentage of the population
of the five-year age group (19-24 years old) starting from the secondary-school leaving
age (official school age for tertiary education). This ratio, sometimes known as the Total
Enrolment Ratio, expresses the ability of the education system to accommodate those
interested in education. It is calculated by the following formula:
GER = number of actual students enrolled / number of potential students enrolled

3

Table 1.2 Enrolment in Higher-Education Institutions
Institution
1995
2000
2004
2007
Public institutions

853,242

818,772

978,739

2009

997,739

1,636,122

Private institutions
1,450,162 1,681,175 2,392,417 2,824,072
Islamic & occupational
373,387
420,000
553,000
553,500
institutions
Total enrolment
2,676,791 2,919,947 3,924,156 4,375,311
Population (19-24 age) 22,800,000 23,800,000 25,350,000 25,350,900
Gross Enrolment Rate
11.7%
12.3%
15.5%
17,26%
Source: (Basaruddin 2009; DGHE 2010)

2,451,451
569,974
4,657,547
25,366,600
18,36%

The ratio between male and female students was not significantly different. For
example, in 2007, fewer male than female students were enrolled at the tertiary level.
Female students dominate in all types of higher-education institutions except the Islamic
and occupational institutions (Table 1.3).
Table 1.3 Participation Rate in Indonesian Higher Education in 2007
Component
2007
Male : Female
19-24 years old cohort

25,350,900

0.95

Public institutions

997,739

0.87

Private institutions

2,824,072

0.81

553,500

1.01

4,375,311

0.94

Islamic and occupational institutions
Total enrolment
Gross Enrolment Rate (GER)

17.26%

Source: DGHE (2009)

Government and a few private companies as well as philanthropic foundations provide
various schemes of full and partial scholarship for undergraduate students, which are
implemented and managed by The Directorate General of Higher Education (DGHE).
Full scholarship aims to support highly talented high school leavers who are winners of
international competition, e.g. science, mathematics, athletics. Until recently, full
scholarship was provided only by the government. Partial scholarship program, on the
other hand, is mandatory for the recipients of competitive grants, but the number of
recipients is relatively small. Most scholarship programs provide only partial
scholarship in the form of monthly stipend. The partial scholarship is estimated to cover
4

only around 5.6% of the total population of undergraduate students (Moeliodihardjo
2010).
In terms of student loan, the government introduced the system in the 1980’s, but
terminated just after a few years of implementation. The main failure was the inability
to track down graduates and monitor and control their repayments. Although there was
a discussion to explore the possibilities to reintroducing such a system, a more viable
system is yet to be unearthed (Moeliodihardjo 2010).
One of the most delicate issues in a university’s transformation toward BHMN status is
changes in funding (Beerkens 2007). The government acts more as a funding agency
and implements a block funding mechanism based on output or the number of graduates
produced instead of student enrolments (Brodjonegoro 2002). In addition, universities
are also free to generate income in other ways, such as through consultancy or
cooperation with industry (Beerkens 2007). The quality of HEIs is monitored through a
quality-assurance board (Ikhsan & Asih 2008). Thus, university management has
shifted towards a more corporate system (Wicaksono & Friawan 2008).

1.3

Research Gaps and Problem

The decision to select a university is one of the most significant and difficult decisions
that prospective students will have to make in their adolescent life. There are many
important factors a prospective student will have to consider when it comes to selecting
the ‘right’ university. In understanding this dynamic, the magnitude of exploring the
most influential factors in a student’s decision to attend a university becomes evident.
The literature on the application of marketing tools within the student decision-making
process are relatively dated and tend to be limited to institutions in developed countries.
In particular, much of the literature of higher-education marketing frameworks refers to
student-choice models in the US (Doyle & Newbould 1980; Chapman 1981; Hanson &
Litten 1982; Jackson 1982; Kotler & Fox 1985; Hossler & Gallagher 1987) that try to
explain how students make their decision to enter higher education of their choice.
These studies are hypothetical, asking respondents to reflect on the key decision-making

5

factors that appear to be important to them, rather than exploration of the influences on
their choices and any trade-offs in choosing a university.
Studies on university choice criteria in attracting international students have also been
conducted in developed-country settings such as New Zealand (Joseph & Joseph 2000;
Morrish & Lee 2008), Australia (Kemp, Madden & Simpson 1998; Mazzarol & Soutar
2002; Pimpa 2003; Gatfield 2005; Shanka, Quintal & Taylor 2006), the UK (Moogan,
Baron & Bainbridge 2001), the USA (Gatfield & Chen 2006), Canada (Lawley & Perry
1998), and Europe (O’Brien et al. 2007).
Although the literature review provides an understanding of the marketing framework
and analytical methods, it raises concerns about the different factors of student choice
found by previous researchers when surveying students in different countries. As stated
by Ford, Joseph and Joseph (1999) and Garma and Yoon (2003), students from
difference cultures and backgrounds consider different factors when choosing an HEI.
These researchers’ finding suggests that student university choice criteria vary from
country to country.
Studies that do exist of Indonesian student perceptions of choice criteria have focused
on student choice for studying overseas. For example, Joseph and Joseph (2000), in a
survey of Indonesian high-school students, identified that physical facilities, and course
and career information are the most important factors considered when choosing an
educational institution at an overseas university such as those located in Australia or
New Zealand. Similarly, Kemp et al. (1998) found that education service quality is an
important determinant of study destination of Taiwanese and Indonesian students
intending to study in the US and Australia. However, this investigation was in the
context of international students choosing a country in which to study, not of students
choosing between universities within a domestic market. There is no study that focuses
on Indonesian student perceptions of choice criteria in the selection of an Indonesian
public university. As Indonesian universities are focused on the local market, which is
usually confined to students from their specific region, attracting local students to study
at the university is still a major concern in Indonesia.
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Thus, although previous research provides a foundation for understanding student
choice factors, the extant literature has yet to predict the probability of market share in
various competitive scenarios for the difference preference found in the student choice
criteria. Briggs (2006, pp717-718) has recommended that a more comprehensive
understanding of student choice is still needed.
These gaps led to the development of the research problem:
What are the factors that influence Indonesian students’ choices in the selection of
an Indonesian public university?
This current research addresses four key questions:
1. What are the factors that influence Indonesian students’ choices in the selection of
an Indonesian public university?
2. What is the relative importance the students attach to these factors?
3. Are there groups of students for whom different factors are more important?
4. What would be the probability of students selecting an Indonesian public university
with real and ‘ideal’ choice criteria?

1.4

Research Objectives

The research objectives are:
1. To explore and determine the most relevant factors considered by Indonesian
students when selecting an Indonesian public university at which to study.
2. To estimate the relative importance the students attach to the factors that influence
them to select a public university, and to determine the value they attach to the
various levels of each factor.
3. To determine whether there are groups of students for whom different factors are
more important.
4. To determine market-shared predictions for real and ‘ideal’ student choice criteria in
the selection of an Indonesian public university.
5. To present the implications of the findings of this research with respect to the
marketing of Indonesian higher education.
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1.5

Justification for the Research

Indonesian universities are aware that the government’s financial support cannot keep
up with the need to improve quality. While tuition fees act as one source of revenue
(DGHE 2008), the responsibility for setting the level of tuition fees is no longer in the
hands of the central government. As part of this autonomy, universities may now collect
tuition fees directly from students, and may set their own tuition-fee levels (Tadjudin
2001). In this situation, universities are operating in a more competitive recruitment
market. Therefore, it is important that universities understand how to attract students
and market themselves. Although previous studies have identified many factors
contributing to a student’s decision to study at the tertiary level, the extant literature
does not focus on student perceptions of choice criteria in the selection of an Indonesian
public university, after the 1999 deregulation of the higher-education system.
An understanding of the student market requires HEIs to gain knowledge regarding the
institution-selection process. Studying the student choice criteria provides a basis for
HEIs to understand their customers, since it presents an integrated view of all the
characteristics that may influence the students’ satisfaction and their word-of-mouth
communication about the HEI. If HEIs know which factors students use to evaluate and
choose a university, they can ensure that they address those factors through their service
and other marketing strategies. The identification of the institutional factors that a
student may consider in selecting a university is a matter of importance to those HEI
administrators who are concerned with the long-term effectiveness of their institution’s
enrolment practices.
Marketing scholars and university managers have become increasingly interested in the
marketing of HEIs. This concern is arguably understandable, since HEIs are required to
attract more students as they respond to limited funding in a competitive market (Wiese
et al. 2009). As pointed out by Hoyt and Brown (2003), it is important for an institution
positioning itself in the academic marketplace to identify these choice factors, and a
better understanding of the student as their target market will aid researchers and
university marketers. For those who involved in the recruitment process, the
understanding of both the factors that are most influential in selecting an institution and
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the methodology used by prospective students in their search process is imperative
(Letawsky et al. 2003).

1.6

Methodology

To enable a broader understanding of the research questions, this current study used the
mixed-methods approach: both qualitative and quantitative methods were employed in
data-gathering. Although there is a clear dichotomy between the paradigms from which
the qualitative and quantitative methods have emerged, the trend has increasingly been a
deliberate effort to increase the robustness of the research by combining both methods.
Indeed, previous studies investigating student preferences and choices have used
qualitative data for the development of questionnaires and to increase validity (Lawley
& Perry 1998; Garver & Divine 2008; Morrish & Lee 2008).
The aim of mixed-method research is to draw from the strengths and minimise the
weaknesses of single-research studies and across studies, rather than to replace these
methods (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie 2004). The combination of both forms of data
provides a better understanding of a research problem than one type of data alone
(Creswell 2005).
Given the nature of the research questions, the research design followed in this current
study is a sequential process. Creswell (2009) describes the design construct as
beginning with qualitative data collection and analysis, followed by quantitative data
collection and analysis, and concluding with an interpretation of the entire analysis. In
this current research, the qualitative study was to act as a precursor to the inclusion of
other independent variables and the development of the instruments for quantitative
research (Punch 2006). Therefore, the research design followed in this study is twophased, using a combination of exploratory and explanatory research supported by
qualitative and quantitative data analysis.
The initial phase of the research involved a detailed review of the literature to identify
the theoretical background related to student choice factors in the selection of a
university, and analysis of various research themes to determine the research questions
to be investigated for the study. This phase was followed by the administration of
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qualitative questionnaires to individuals before the commencement of focus-group
discussions. Next, a pilot study was undertaken that consisted of interviews with parents
and their children to further confirm relevant attributes and their performance levels.
The final phase consisted of gathering quantitative data from a larger sample. A
structured questionnaire was constructed and developed by using choice criteria found
from exploratory studies in the first phase as well as the results from the pilot study.
The unit of analysis selected for this current research was the individual. Consistent
with qualitative research, the sample for the first phase was chosen in a purposeful
manner to obtain participants most representative of the population (Glesne 2006;
Creswell 2007). First-year undergraduate students from Business and Social Science
programs at selected public universities in Java and Sumatra, Indonesia, were chosen as
the population in this study. The criterion used in this phase for selecting participants
was that the student had completed at least one semester and would be finishing their
second semester. The study employed the same cohort of 48 students for both the
individual questionnaires and the focus-groups discussions to explore university choice
criteria used to select a public university. Academic major also was important as it
pertained to the academic reputation among disciplines for students’ choice process.
In the quantitative study, high-school leavers in Java who had made decisions to select a
particular university were chosen as the target population to gain a comprehensive
perspective of choice criteria for selecting an Indonesian public university. This selected
population was taken from the largest segment of universities’ prospective students, and
were members of the major targeted cohort of those choosing a public university, which
is consistent with procedures followed by Soutar and Turner (2002). Since the students
had made a decision to continue their studies, those students were able to provide
accurate information regarding their choice process. A total of the 625 high-school
leavers from four provinces in Java completed the conjoint survey, for a 100% response
rate. Among those who completed the survey, 222 were screened out because the
respondents failed to meet screening criterion (Section 4.10); this, resulted in a final
sample size of 403 respondents.
The data from the qualitative questionnaire and focus group elicited rich insights into
first-year undergraduate students experience about the important factors that influence
10

them when choosing a public university. The quantitative survey permitted an
examination of high- school leavers’ perceptions in light of the relative importance the
students attached to the factors that influence their choice of public university. The
combination of these approaches yielded deeper insights and more useful information
than the results of either would have alone.
A combination of both first-year undergraduate students as a sample in the first phase
and high-school leavers in the second phase yielded a complete description of the
students’ decision-making behaviour for selecting a public university. Collecting
different kinds of data from different sources with different methods gives a wider range
of coverage, which may result in a fuller picture of the unit being studied than would
have been achieved using only one method (Kaplan & Duchon 1988). This increases the
credibility and richness of the information gathered, enhancing the robustness of the
results and strengthening the findings.
Figure 1.1 provides a visual diagram of the current research design adapted from
Creswell and Clark (2007, p53; 2010, p124).
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Figure 1.1 Research design of the current study, adapted from Creswell and Clark (2007, p53; 2010, p124)
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1.6.1 Data-Analysis Techniques
The qualitative data was analysed using thematic analysis. Thematic analysis reduces
and summarises the data by means of a categorising process to identify themes. The
specific themes and indicators that were related were classified to become a limited
number of themes that adequately reflected the data. The categories were identified
before beginning the analysis. A new category was also formed to accommodate
students’ choice factors that have not been identified in the literature. The participants’
words were examined thoroughly and transcriptions were read several times to find the
key phrases and to combine related patterns into sub-themes. The process was continued
until no new sub-themes occurred. All the similar categories that linked together were
collated. Finally, to discover associations between themes, comparisons were made
across the categories.
The analysis of the quantitative data consisted of descriptive analysis, conjoint analysis,
cluster analysis and the construction of a conjoint choice simulator using SPSS/PASW
Conjoint 18 for Windows. Descriptive data was used to provide information regarding
the characteristics and the distribution across the groups of respondents. Conjoint
analysis was employed to estimate the part-worth value attribute levels and to assess the
model’s goodness-of-fit. Subsequently, the data was analysed in aggregate and
disaggregate samples. Cluster analysis was employed through a hierarchical method
using Ward’s procedure; this was combined with the Squared Euclidean distance
measure to determine the number of clusters. Next, a non-hierarchical method through
k-means was used to find the cluster membership. Finally, the conjoint choice
simulator, consisting of the maximum-utility (first-choice) model, the Bradley-TerryLuce (average-choice) model and the logit model, were used to predict the market share
in which a stimulus was likely to be captured in various competitive scenarios.
A detailed description of the data analysis is provided in Sections 3.6 (qualitative study)
and 4.6 (quantitative study).

13

1.7

Summary of Academic and Managerial Contributions

This study provides several contributions to both academic and professional practice.
1. The study adds to the existing knowledge on student-choice behaviour by capturing
complicated trade-offs in which students have to choose among difficult choices;
such trade-offs naturally happen in the market place and in this research closely
mirrors reality. Additionally, the study provides insight not only about the university
attributes that are important to their prospective students, but also the most preferred
levels as part of students’ actual decisions.
2. The study contributes to the existing literature on service marketing in higher
education in general, and student decision-making in particular. Additionally, this
study offers insight into the nature of students’ behaviour as customers of HEIs.
3. The study demonstrates that student behaviour can be segmented, particularly in the
university-choice process, and therefore makes a conceptual and empirical
contribution by identifying students as individual consumers and as target markets
with different needs and wants.
4. The thesis offers implications for the need for a stronger marketing orientation on the
part of universities and each department within these universities, as suggested by
Baldwin and James (2000). This includes implementing an effective institutiondevelopment plan, particularly in student recruitment management, as stated by
Plank and Chiagouris (1997). Understanding the choice process of a university is an
instrument with high potential for developing university marketing strategies.

1.8

Delimitations of the Scope and Key Assumptions

This study was delimited by the following:
1. The sample used in this research was confined to first-year undergraduate students
and high-school leavers who choose Indonesian public universities from two most
populated regions, Java and Sumatra.
2. The study focused only on public universities in Indonesia.
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This study made several assumptions:
1. All respondents would answer all surveys honestly and independently to the best of
their ability regarding the influence of various factors on their university choice
decision.
2. All respondents would be capable of providing the information sought, and willing to
do so.
3. There would be no errors in the translation of the research instruments from English
to Indonesian. The assumption was made that the data from participants’ response
and returned questionnaires in the study were appropriate and accurate.
4. The questionnaire did not request confidential or sensitive data, so as to avoid
receiving biased data from respondents.

1.9

Structure of the Thesis

Following this introductory chapter, the review of the literature is addressed in Chapters
Two and Five. Chapter Two provides an overview of marketing literature covering a
wide range of topics and areas to develop a theoretical understanding of student
behaviour in choosing a higher-education institution. This chapter commences with the
discussion of higher-education marketing, which explains the adoption of marketing,
and explains the adoption of a marketing orientation in university sector. It is then
followed by the description of the service characteristics in the higher-education sector
and its related marketing implications. A brief explanation is offered on the unique
characteristics of higher education as a service industry. The chapter then focuses
particularly on the role the student plays as a customer of higher education. It covers the
pros and cons of whether students are treated as customers in an HEI. The last two
sections form an important part of the theoretical foundation for understanding student
choice behaviour in choosing an HEI. They related to general and specific choice
models as described in the literature. Recent research relating to various factors
influencing students’ preference of higher education institutions is also discussed.
Chapter Three details the qualitative methodology used to conduct the first phase of this
study and presents the results as the preliminary study. This chapter includes the
justification for conducting an exploratory study, a description of the sampling plan
used in the first phase, details of the data-collection methods and instrument, and an
explanation of the technique employed for analysing the qualitative data. In addition, it
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addresses ethical considerations related to the research. The last part of this chapter
reports the results from the qualitative data analysis.
Chapter Four presents the quantitative methodology for answering the research
questions and reports the findings of the main survey. This chapter contains the
justification for using explanatory research, the rationalisation for employing conjoint
analysis as the main tool in the second phase, a description of the sampling plan, datacollection methods and analytical techniques of the descriptive analysis, namely
conjoint analysis and cluster analysis. The chapter then discusses the ethical
considerations associated with data collection in the quantitative study. This chapter
then presents the findings of data analysis in the second phase.
Chapter Five presents a more thorough application of this literature and research to the
findings of this study. On the completion of the data analysis, this chapter summarises
this study, interprets and analyses both the qualitative and quantitative data relevant to
the research questions and discusses the results in the forms of comparing and
contrasting analyses. It then attempts to integrate all key research findings to generate
research conclusions. The chapter then discusses theoretical and managerial
implications. Finally, the chapter examines the limitations of the study and offers
suggestions for further study.

1.10 Summary
This introduction chapter presented the background to the study, outlining the research
gaps, research problem, research question and research objectives. It also presented a
justification of the importance of the research on the basis of its contribution to
knowledge and its implication particularly for HEIs in Indonesia. The academic and
managerial contributions were summarised to show the usefulness of this study in
student recruitment management. The research method used to investigate the research
problem was also outlined. The chapter then presented the scope of the research and
several key assumptions, and outlined the structure of the thesis.
The next chapter will present a review of literature as a theoretical foundation for this
research.
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1

Introduction

Chapter 1 presented an overview of the study, and justified the need for conducting it.
The first chapter also provided a general overview of higher education in Indonesian as
it pertains to university students’ choice criteria, and gave a brief description of the
current situation of Indonesian HEIs.
This chapter reviews the literature on subject areas relevant to the study’s research topic
and questions. The review is directed towards identifying important themes, concepts,
variables and facilitating the development of the theoretical framework used in the
study. It reviews the relevant literature on marketing in higher education, including
research on service marketing, student choice models and various factors influencing
choice of university. This study then builds on the student choice criteria literature by
examining the nature of the student decision-making process for selecting a university.
The specific discussions of this chapter cover various issues related to the research
topic. Section 2.2 explores the marketing orientation of universities and the use of
marketing in university selection and recruitment strategies. Section 2.3 presents service
marketing in universities, highlighting the importance of recognising higher education
as service marketing with limited tangible outputs; this provides a basis for
understanding customer needs and wants. Section 2.4 explains the uniqueness of
students as customers of higher education. Section 2.5 presents and compares several
models of student choice criteria. Section 2.6 discusses and reviews the various factors
influencing choice of university. The chapter concludes with a summary of several key
studies related to factors influencing choice of university.

2.2

The Marketing Orientation of Higher Education

Marketing in the higher-education sector is not new. Many authors have recognised the
increasingly important role that marketing plays in student recruitment. Studies have
examined marketing universities (Judson, James & Aurand 2004), the image of
universities (Ivy 2001), relationship marketing (Ellis & Moon 1998; Kittle & Ciba
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2001), international marketing (Cubillo, Sánchez & Cerviño 2006), direct and data base
marketing (Tapp, Hicks & Stone 2004) and strategic marketing (Liu 1998).
The term ‘college’ is a general one that encompasses a wide range of higher-education
institutions, including those that offer two- to four-year programs in the arts and
sciences, technical and vocational schools, and junior and community colleges (Bureau
of Educational and Cultural Affairs US Departement of State 2000). The term
‘university’ specifically describes an institution that provides graduate and professional
education in addition to four-year, post-secondary education (Bureau of Educational and
Cultural Affairs US Departement of State 2000). Despite these distinctions, the terms
‘college’ and ‘university’ are frequently used interchangeably in the United States as
well as in the research referred to in this study.
When applying marketing concepts to education, Kotler and Fox (1985, p7) defined
marketing as the “the analysis, planning, implementation, and control of carefully
formulated programs designed to bring about voluntary exchanges of values with target
markets, to achieve institutional objectives.” Further, McCarthy, Perreault and Cannon
(1960) revealed that the purpose of marketing a certain institution is to meet the target
market's needs and desires by providing effective pricing, promotion, service (product)
and communication, which is a subtle difference from the traditional perspectives of the
4Ps (product, price, promotion and place) of the marketing mix. Marketing in higher
education involves the institution analysing student’s and other stakeholders’ needs,
designing

appropriate programs

and

services,

and

using

effective

pricing,

communication, and distribution to inform, motivate and serve the market (Kotler &
Fox 1995). Marketing helps universities offer qualifications that satisfy student needs.
Institutions can develop viable programs and pricing, communicate to students and
deliver the programs effectively. This also helps to attract the financial and other
resources to fulfil its educational mission (Ivy 2008). Effective marketing helps students
form realistic expectations of what universities will offer and what commitment and
involvement is needed on their part, without establishing unrealistic expectations or
offering promises that cannot be met (Kotler & Fox 1995).
Marketing in higher education is needed to mitigate the effects of decreasing
government funding and increasing competition (DesJardins, Ahlburg & McCall 2006).
To survive and achieve a sustainable competitive advantage, higher-education
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institutions should satisfy the needs of their customers by adding value (Kotler & Fox
1995). This can be achieved by applying effective marketing-mix tools (Ho & Hung
2008). The marketing mix in higher education is a set of controllable marketing tools
that an institution uses to produce the response it wants from its various target markets.
It consists of everything that the university can do to influence the demand for the
services that it offers (Ivy 2008). Marketing is one of the tools that may help HEIs
survive in an increasingly competitive environment (Chen 2008). Since HEIs operate in
a service environment, they need to understand the unique aspects of service marketing
to achieve the benefits.
According to Chen (2008), HEIs have increasingly been looking for new markets in the
past decade to grow their enrolment by applying marketing concepts, such as student
market segmentation (Rickman & Green 1993; Young 2002; Ghosh, Javalgi & Whipple
2008; Angulo, Pergelova & Rialp 2010), institutional image (Ivy 2001; Nguyen &
LeBlanc 2001; Baker & Brown 2007; Yugo & Reeve 2007; Stevens et al. 2008;
Pampaloni 2010), positioning (De Ruyter & Scholl 1998; Maringe 2006; Mazzarol &
Soutar 2008) and branding (Bulotaite 2003; Gray et al. 2003; Lowrie 2007; Stensaker &
D’Andrea 2007; Waeraas & Solbakk 2009), to compete in a global market for the
recruitment of students. However, much of the research in marketing education to
students has been done in Australia, the United States and the United Kingdom, and has
focused on strategic marketing, differentiation, and competitiveness (Mazzarol & Hosie
1996; Mazzarol & Soutar 2002; Binsardi & Ekwulugo 2003; Hemsley-Brown &
Oplatka 2006) at the institutional and national level.
Recognising the potential of marketing used by HEIs as a student-recruitment tool
(Gibbs 2002; Hemsley-Brown & Oplatka 2006; Helgesen 2008), this current study aims
to bridge the gap in the literature by examining the extent of marketing orientation in
Indonesian tertiary institutions, specifically by identifying students’ university-choice
factors.

2.3

Service Marketing in Higher Education

Nicholls et al. (1995) recognised that higher education was not a product, but a service,
and the marketing of services is sufficiently different from the marketing of products, to
justify different approaches. Mazzarol (1998) focused on the nature of services, while
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highlighting the key characteristics that provide a basis for services marketing: the
nature of the service – i.e. that education is ‘people based’, and emphasised the
importance of relationships with customers. In service, risk is also elevated due to the
production and consumption of the service being inseparable, because the student is
receiving and experiencing the service delivery at the interface, at the same time. This
means that the customer (the student) can affect the nature of the service needs, because
this is driven by the “voice of the consumer” (Smith, Fischbacher & Wilson 2007) and
it is clear that word-of-mouth literature is evident in service-marketing sectors (Bansal
& Voyer 2000).
“Higher education possesses all the characteristics of a service industry. Educational
service is intangible, heterogeneous, inseparable from person delivering it, perishable
and the customer (student) participates in the process” (Shank, Walker & Hayes 1995,
p74). This definition reveals that the main nature of service stems from its intangibility;
this makes the difference between services marketing and the marketing of physical
products. Evidence shows that students do view higher education as a ‘service’,
particularly as they are paying for it (Higgins, Hartley & Skelton 2002). Dann (2008)
underlines that intangible product, such as “mental development, knowledge, skills and
graduate outcomes”, are the main outputs of higher education as a service product rather
than tangible objects such as the ‘degree certificate’. Further, Moogan (2011) asserted
that higher education is a transient experience with no transfer of ownership until the
very end of the process (after three or four years), when the student becomes a graduate
and receives their certificate. It means that the essence of marketing a university is the
service promise and the customer value offered to the student, whereby the student is
acquiring knowledge and developing skills to gain the qualification and enhance their
career. This intangibility suggests that an application of the principles of services
marketing, advocated almost 30 years ago (Gronroos 1978; Berry 1980; Booms &
Bitner 1981), may be a fruitful avenue for universities to explore.
Higher education is categorised as a complex entity since it is a highly intangible
service and requires developing relationships with multiple parties (e.g. students,
parents, tutors, industry, professional bodies, government, and alumni) over a relatively
lengthy period of time. Higher education is also referred to as a comprehensive
professional service as asserted by Licata and Maxham (1998), which starts with a
student deciding which accommodation to adopt to developing their intellect over an
20

extensive period of time. Consequently, as Moogan (2011, p572) concluded “the
purchase of an HE (higher education) service equates to the promise of future benefit,
but the exact rewards are not known at the start of this extended decision-making
process with the perceived risk being very high for all those parties concerned”. This
intangibility influences the teaching, learning and assessment with ancillary provisions
(Douglas, McClelland & Davies 2008); and, with higher education being highly
reputational, student decision-making is a complicated process (Harvey & Busher 1996;
Anctil 2008b). In this latter category are what have been termed high-involvement
purchase decisions. This kind of high- involvement decision with a ‘risky’ purchase also
requires educational institutions to know the criteria that students use to select a
university, so that they can develop effective service-marketing strategies.
2.4

Students as Customers of Higher Education

Applying the customer concept in the higher-education context is important in gaining a
better understanding of the educational target market. There is considerable debate in
the literature regarding whether students are customers in an HEIs (Eagle & Brennan
2007). Kanji and Tambi (1999) agree that students pay an increasing proportion of their
education costs, and therefore should be treated in the same way as any other purchaser
of goods or services. If a university student is considered as a customer, marketing
strategies should focus on the needs of potential and present students (Conway 1996).
Emery et al. (2001) challenges this by asserting that a ‘student’ is not a ‘customer’,
because students do not pay the full cost of their education and they are not ‘purchasing’
a qualification for itself. The customer-oriented philosophy that the ‘customer is always
right’ is not reasonable in the educational context (Eagle & Brennan 2007). They go on
to argue that the relationship between students and universities, including reciprocal
rights and obligations must be clarified.
Although the perception of students as consumers has been criticised (Hemsley-Brown
& Goonawardana 2007), students can be seen as the “direct and immediate customers”
of higher-education services (Nicolescu 2009). Marzo-Navarro et al. (2005) and
Maringe (2006) argue that several stakeholders can be considered as being customers,
including students, employers, families and society. Hill (1995) and Stensaker and
D’Andrea (2007) believe that students are the primary customers, while employers can
be seen as secondary customer of an HEI, (Nicolescu 2009). The unique role of students
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as members of higher education can be seen in the assertions that students are an
‘internal constituent’ by consuming products and services (education), as ‘suppliers of
economic resources’ through tuition fees and as ‘potential donors’ or supporters when
they become alumni (Yang, Alessandri & Kinsey 2008). As such, there is no single role
that can be attached to students in higher education.
The notion of ‘student-as-customer’, therefore, needs interpreting with sophistication,
for marketing theory has complex conceptions of the customer, especially where the
exchange process is lengthy and, incorporates uncertain outcomes, and the customer is
involved throughout the production process (Eagle & Brennan 2007). This view implies
that students can be understood as customer in some contexts since the success of the
HEI is dependent upon providing high-quality service to students. Nonetheless, students
must understand the learning process, since to be successful they must see themselves
as co-producers of knowledge and independent thinkers.
On the other hand, the net result of the rising costs associated with attending university
is that students now perceive themselves to be, and are perceived by universities as,
‘consumers’ of higher education (Wignall 2007). Adapting marketing concepts in
higher education (Šimić & Čarapić 2008) requires institutions to develop strategies that
focus on their customers (Ho & Hung 2008). Understanding how people make choices
can contribute greatly to making marketing more efficient. However, Indonesian
students are exposed to inadequate information particularly about institutional quality
when deciding which institution to join (World Bank 2000). Therefore, the need to
understand students’ decision-making processes in university-degree choice and
ensuring that students make the ‘right’ decision is increasingly important (Moogan,
Baron & Harris 1999; Dawes & Brown 2003; Whitehead, Raffan & Deaney 2006).
Thus, understanding how a customer (potential student) is attracted to a HEI and its
offerings, and how an institution can fulfil the student’s needs, whilst stimulating them
to continue further in the ‘decision-making period’, is crucial to HEIs. Keskinen,
Tiuraniemi and Liimola (2008) illustrated that ensuring that the decision-making factors
are rational and honest in how they affect the applicants’ university selections is a
priority.
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2.5

Student Choice Models

Several researchers have attempted to explain student choice criteria. Models of student
enrolment behaviour theory started to emerge in the early 1980s. These models are
related to the various general consumer-behaviour and decision-making models such as
those of Engel, Blackwell and Miniard (1995; 2001), Perreault and McCarthy (2005),
Schiffman and Kanuk (2007); and Kotler and Keller (2009). A comparison of these
models is summarised in Table 2.1. Such models have been helpful in allowing later
researchers to understand that the decision to attend college is a complicated that is
lengthy process and influenced by a diverse set of factors.
Table 2.1 Models of the Stages in Consumer Decision-Making and the Student Choice
Model
Authors

Consumer Decision-Making and the Student Choice Model

Engel, Blackwell & Miniard
(1995; 2001)

Need
recognition

Information
search

Evaluation process

Outlet selection and
purchase

Postpurchase
process

Schiffman & Kanuk (2007)

Need
recognition

Prepurchase
search

Evaluation of alternatives

Purchase

Postpurchase
evaluation

Kotler & Keller (2009)

Problem
recognition

Information
search

Evaluation alternatives

Purchase decision

Postpurchase
behaviour

Perreault & McCarthy (2005)

Need-want
awareness

Search for
information

Set criteria and evaluate
alternative solutions

Decide on
solution

Purchase
product

Chapman (1981)

Pre-search

Search

Application

Choice

Enrolment

Deciding to
go to college

Investigating
colleges

Hanson & Litten (1982)
Jackson (1982)
Hossler & Gallagher (1987)
Kotler & Fox (1985)

Preference

Application, admission and enrolment
Exclusion

Predisposition
Initial decision
to investigate
college

Evaluation

Search
Informationgathering

Postpurchase
evaluation

Evaluation and elimination
of choices to generate set of
options

Choice
Choice

Source: Kusumawati (2010)
According to Hossler et al. (1999), most studies that have tried to understand the
university-choice process could be included in one of the following categories:
economic models, status-attainment models and combined models.

2.5.1 Economic Models
Economic models are based on the assumption that students are rational, and make
careful cost-benefit decisions by maximising their utility and minimising their risks in
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order to obtain the best choice for them. Vrontis et al. (2007) assert that in economic
models, people choose a university based on the level of value offered by each
institution. Kotler and Fox’s (1985) widely accepted economic model shows the steps
completed by students when they choose an HEIs. Kotler and Fox’s (1995) revised
model is illustrated in Figure 2.1 Moogan and Baron (2003) use this model to analyse
student characteristics within the student decision-making process for choosing
university in the UK.
Need arousal

Information
search

Alternatives
evaluation

Formation
of the
evaluation
set

Motivation
and values

Decision

Other
influence

Decision
implementation

Post-purchase
evaluation

Situational
factors

Development
of evaluation
criteria

Figure 2.1 Kotler and Fox’s Steps Completed in a Complex Decision (Kotler & Fox
1995)
2.5.2 Status-Attainment Models
Status-attainment models are based on sociological theory, and focus on processes such
as socialisation, the role of the family, social networks and academic conditions. This
kind of model rejects the assumption that students and families being are rational
decision-makers (Raposo & Alves 2007). Vrontis et al. (2007) argue that these models
differ from economic models. Status-attainment models describe students’ choice
process as influenced by the decisive factors that develop all through the student's life,
whereas the economic models assume that students rationally choose an HEI offering
the highest value. One of the status-attainment models is Blau and Duncan’s (1967)
model, which sought to understand the educational attainment of fathers was a good
predictor of the educational attainment of their sons (Blau & Duncan 1967). Later,
Carter (1999) adopted these models to investigate the impact of both institutional and
individual characteristics on African-American and white college students’ aspirations.
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2.5.3 Combined Models
Combined models try to capture the essence of both the previous models. These kinds
of models allow a considerable amount of analytical power, as they combine
sociological aspects with rational decision-making (Raposo & Alves 2007). Hossler and
Gallager’s (1987) model is an example of this type. Hossler et al. (1999) suggest that a
combination of both models can explain more than a model using a single perspective.
Researchers could share the assumption of rationally posited in economic models, but
also incorporate the sociological characteristics of college choice that the statusattainment models offer (Vrontis et al. 2007). Combined models are discussed next.
2.5.3.1 The Chapman Model (1981)
Chapman’s (1981) model involves individual and institutional perspectives that student
characteristics and external influences interact to form a student’s general expectations
of college life (Figure 2.2). These characteristics include socioeconomic status,
scholastic aptitude, educational aspirations and academic performance. External
influences include significant others (parents, friends, and high-school personnel),
college characteristics (cost, location, and programs) and colleges’ marketing efforts.
Chapman separates the choice into many stages: pre-search, search, application, choice,
and enrolment. Family income has a direct effect on which colleges are considered at
the pre-search stage. During the search stage, students gather information about specific
institutions. In addition, students appear to favour colleges that enrol students with
academic ability similar to their own. However, at the other stages, the model is more
institutionally based.
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Student Characteristics
SES

Level of Educational
Aspiration

Aptitude

High-School
Performance

Entry to College

External Influences
Significant Persons
Friends
Parents
High-School Personnel
Fixed College Characteristics
Cost (Financial Aid)
Location
Availability of Program

College’s Choice
of Students

General
Expectations of
College Life

Student’s Choice
of College(s)

College Efforts to Communicate
with Students
Written Information
Campus Visit
Admission/Recruiting

Figure 2.2 Chapman’s Model of Influences on Student College Choice (Chapman
1981)

2.5.3.2 The Jackson Model (1982)
The Jackson model (1982) (Figure 2.3) proposes that a student goes through three
stages – preference, exclusion and evaluation – prior to making a choice. The preference
stage is where, sociological research has shown, academic achievement has the
strongest correlation with students’ educational aspirations. Family background and the
student's social context influence these aspirations. The second stage is exclusion, in
which the student goes through a process of excluding some institutions from the
prospective list. The resources available to the student affect these exclusions. Some
factors that could result in the exclusion of a potential HEI may be tuition fees, location,
or academic quality. The last stage is evaluation, where the student evaluates the
characteristics of the remaining colleges to make the final decision. This model does not
explain how the initial institutional sets are formed; however, it is student-centred.
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Family
Background

Social
Context

Phase I:
Preference

Academic
Achievement

Aspiration

Resources

Phase II:
Exclusion

Choice
Set

Rating
Scheme

Choice

Phase III:
Evaluation

Figure 2.3 Jackson’s Model: A Combined Student’s Choice Model (Jackson 1982)

2.5.3.3 The Hanson and Litten Model (1982)
Hanson and Litten’s model (Figure 2.4) is one of most influential models in the
literature of college choice (Litten 1982). Hanson and Litten’s model includes threestages: the decision to participate in post-secondary education, the investigation of
institutions and the process of applying and enrolling. Within these three stages, there
exist five distinct processes that a student passes through: having college aspirations;
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starting the search process; gathering information; sending applications and enrolling.
This five-step process introduced by Hanson and Litten shows multiple variables that
affect college choice. The model identifies broad sets of variables affecting college
choice: background characteristics, personal attributes, high-school characteristics,
college characteristics. These can be further specified using many factors such as race
and family culture, quality and social composition of high school, parents and
counsellors, self-image and personality, economic conditions of the environment,
financial aid available, recruitment activities of college’s, size and programs and
colleges. This model also introduced public policy (specifically, financial-aid policy) as
a determining influence in the college process. According to Vrontis et al. (2007, p981),
“Hanson and Litten’s model is a cross between Jackson's student-based model and the
more institution-based Chapman’s model”.

High-School Attributes
Social Composition
Quality

Student’s Performance
Background
Race
Income
SES
Parents’
Education
Family Culture
Parents’
Personalities
Religion
Sex

Class Rank
Curriculum

College
Aspiration

Decision to
Start Process

Influences/Media Used
Parents
Counselors
Peers
Publications
College Officials
Other Media

InformationGathering

Applications

Enrollment

College Action (II)
Public Policy
Aid
(amount,
eligibility)

College Actions (I)
Recruitment
Activities
Academic
Admission
Policies

Admit/Deny
Aid (granted, amount,
package)

Personal Attributes
Academic Ability
Self-Image
Other Abilities
Personal Values
Benefit Sought
Personality
Lifestyle

Environment
Occupational
Structure
Economic
Conditions
Cultural
Conditions

College Characteristics
Price
Size
Programs
Ambience
Control
Etc

Figure 2.4 Hanson and Litten’s Model: An Expanded Model of the College Selection
Process (Litten 1982)
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2.5.3.4 The Hossler and Gallagher Model (1987)
The three-stage Hossler and Gallagher (1987) model describes roughly sequential,
student-level phases of determining a student's predisposition to college, engaging in a
search for colleges to attend, and ultimately choosing a college (Figure 2.5). The
predisposition stage is when students decide if they wish to continue their education
beyond high school. Several factors have been identified that influence students during
the predisposition stage, including the socioeconomic status of the student, high school
attended, family and peer attitudes toward education, student's academic ability and
understanding of costs and information regarding financial aid (Hossler & Gallagher
1987). The search stage is when students begin to investigate institutions. At this stage,
according to Hossler et al. (1999), students turn to friends, parents and extended
families, teachers and counsellors to provide information. This stage requires some
thought by the student and his or her family regarding qualities they are looking for in a
college. It is important to recognise that not every student goes about the search stage
with the same interests and concerns. The last stage, choice is when students decide on
attending a particular institution. Students narrow their choices based on the influence
of their perception and assessment of institutional quality, the financial-aid package, the
academic programs offered and the institutions' attempts to attract the student (Hossler
& Gallagher 1987).
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Phase One: Predisposition
School/College
Characteristics
Student
Characteristics

Significant Others

College
Search

Predisposition
Toward
Attendance

Other

Educational
Activities

Phase Two: Search
Student Search
Activities
Choice Set

Student Preliminary
College Values
Other

College &
University
Search Activities

Phase Three: Choice
Choice

Choice Set

College and University
Courtship Activities

Figure 2.5 Hossler and Gallagher’s Model: The Combined Model of College Choice
(Hossler & Gallagher 1987)
Although it is widely accepted that the college-choice process involve multiple stages,
most empirical work has focused on the choice stage (DesJardins et al. 2006). Choice is
crucial to recruitment research and policy. During this stage, according to Woodley and
Figiel (2004), many factors have consistently been found to be influential. The factors
influencing choice of university are discussed next.
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2.6

Factors Influencing Choice of University

The decision to enrol in higher educational institutions has the potential to change an
individual’s life, and therefore, is an important policy issue. However, the processes that
influence this decision are complicated. Several studies have investigated the factors
that influence students in their decision to attend a university or college (Briggs 2006;
Raposo & Alves 2007; Tavares et al. 2008; Wagner & Fard 2009). These studies can be
viewed according to the stimulus-response model of consumer behaviour, where
students are faced with external stimulus such as institutionally controlled marketing
vehicles (Maringe 2006), institutional attributes (Domino et al. 2006; Pimpa &
Suwannapirom 2008) and non-controlled factors like parents and friends’ personal
influence (Moogan & Baron 2003; Yamamoto 2006).
Typical stage models of college choice (Hossler & Gallagher 1987; Hamrick & Stage
2004) focus on students’ aspirations or predispositions toward post-secondary
education, their search activities and their eventual selection of a school. While these
models are certainly useful, they assume, first, that students perceive college as a
realistic option, and second, that they have enough resources to be able to engage in
search and selection activities. Hurtado et al. (1997), offer a notable exception in their
study of college choice and enrolment among different racial and ethnic groups. Using
nationally representative data, these authors found significant group differences in
college preparation and selection behaviours.
Students consider a number of factors when determining their preferences. For example,
Mazzarol

and

Soutar

(2002)

identified seven

broad

categories:

institution

characteristics, knowledge and awareness of the host country, recommendations from
friends and relatives, environment, cost, social link and geographic proximity. Soutar
and Turner (2002) categorized the attributes into two categorised: university-related
factors and personal factors. The university-related factors are the type of course, the
academic reputation of the institution, the campus, the quality of the teaching staff and
the type of university. Personal factors are distance from home, what their family thinks
about each university and the university their friends wish to attend.
In their research on identifying college choice factors to successfully market an
institution, Hoyt and Brown (2003) listed the most important choice factors based on
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the results of 22 previous studies. These factors included academic reputation, quality of
faculty and instruction, location, cost, scholarship offers, financial aid and student
employment opportunities. Some other important factors across the 22 studies were:
size of institution, surrounding community, friendly/personal service, availability of
graduate programs, variety of courses offered, extracurricular programs, admission
requirements, admission to graduate school, affiliation (with another reputable
institution), attractiveness of campus facilities, class size and quality of social life. Hoyt
and Brown (2003) also found no significant differences in the importance of the choice
factors and different income groups or the geographical area students came from.
Ho and Hung (2008), who studied the marketing mix formulation for higher education
by using a model that integrates analytic hierarchy process, cluster analysis and
correspondence analysis, identified 14 factors. These factors can be grouped as five
categories: living (location, convenience and campus), learning (faculty, curriculum,
and research), reputation (academic reputation and alumni reputation), economy (tuition
fee, subsidies, and employability) and strategy (exam subjects, exam pass rate, and
graduation requirements). The results found that the five most important factors for
students' school selection were employability, curriculum, academic reputation, faculty,
and research environment. The results also identified that students perceived the
university to be strongly associated with lower tuition fees, fewer entrance-exam
subjects, lower entrance-exam pass rates and easier graduation requirements.
In a study of 650 first-year undergraduate students in two disciplines, accountancy and
engineering, across six Scottish universities, Briggs (2006) identified 10 factors that
influence student choice of higher education: academic reputation, distance from home
location, own perception, graduate employment, social life nearby, entry requirements,
teaching reputation, quality of faculty, information supplied by university and research
reputation. From these factors, the top three are ‘academic reputation’, ‘distance from
home’ and ‘location’, after which the ranking of factors varies considerably across
universities.
The influence of family members including father and mother, siblings, and relatives,
has been predominantly identified in a range of studies addressing students’ choice of
university. For example, parents of first-generation students and who have not had
opportunities to attend college (Fann, McClafferty Jarsky & McDonough 2009), parents
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of young women students (Anzai 2008; Al-Yousef 2009), siblings (Teachman & Paasch
1998; Dawes & Brown 2002; Ceja 2006; Pérez & McDonough 2008) and relatives
(Pérez & McDonough 2008) become active participants in student’s college preparation
and planning.
A range of research strongly discusses the dramatic effect parents have on a student's
choice of college (Moogan & Baron 2003; Domino et al. 2006; Yamamoto 2006;
Raposo & Alves 2007). Moogan and Baron's (2003) study found that parental impact
during initial stages was greater for non-mature pupils than for mature pupils in the UK.
In contrast, the research presented by Raposo and Alves (2007) about factors
influencing students’ university-choice process revealed that parents are strong
influence in the choice process of selecting a university in Portugal, as well as school
teacher’s recommendations. This seems to suggest that parental influence has been
identified worldwide, at least for undergraduate or non-mature student choices. It should
be noted, however, that Domino et al’s. (2006) study on factors that influence student’s
choice of colleges in the US used two different samples: students and their parents. He
found that according to parents, the three most important factors included cost, location
and major. However, from the student sample, Domino found that parents had little or
no influence at all in their child’s decision of a college.
Other reference groups, such as friends, peers, relatives, teachers and other influential
people also influence student choice of an HEI. These factors are found mostly in Asian
countries. For example, research conducted in Thailand indicates that reference groups
play an important role in influencing students’ final decision to enrol in a vocational
institution. Teachers from secondary school, along with parents, for example, can exert
a strong influence on students’ decision-making (Pimpa & Suwannapirom 2008). The
results also shows that the influence factor of teachers from previous schools is the
strongest personal influencing factor, followed by influencing factors from family and
senior students currently enrolled in vocational institutions. In Malaysia, Wagner and
Fard (2009) also found that families, friends and , peers have a strong influence on the
student’s choice of university. Furthermore, there is a significant relationship between
influences from families, friends, peers and students’ intention to study at a higher
education institution. Yamamoto (2006) reported that parents and friends are considered
as external influences to student selection of a university in Turkey. It is evident that
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besides parental influence, friends, relatives and schoolteachers are important sources of
information for students in making their decision to study at the university.
The influence of personal factors has dominated previous studies on choosing a
university. Raposo and Alves (2007) noted that personal factors show the greatest
positive influences on student choice of a university in Portugal. For Turkish students,
Yamamoto (2006) found that personal preference was the most influential factor in
university selection. However, in this study, perception, learning, memory, motives,
personality, emotions and attitudes were not discussed in detail. Individual background
is also relevant to the student choice of a particular university according to Kim (2004),
Nora (2004) and Dawes and Brown (2005). Nora (2004) identified the underlying
dimensionalities of ‘habitus’ and ‘cultural capital’ as two pre-college psychosocial
factors. Habitus refers to the congruence between students’ values and belief system and
their academic environment. The dimensions of pre-college psychosocial factors,
determined the extent to which these factors, were reflected in students’ college choices,
and established the effects these factors exert on measures of student satisfaction. This
study found that all students, regardless of their ethnicity, were more likely to re-enrol if
they felt accepted, safe, and happy at their colleges. However Tavares (2008) found that
in Portugal, students’ choices seemed to be most influenced by gender and family
background. The family’s cultural and economic capital influenced not only the
probability of entering higher education, but also students’ choices of program and type
of institution. Sultan and Wong (2012) asserted that culture is an important factor in
higher education sector because this could affects students’ behaviour. Therefore,
students’ personal factors supported by the family’s cultural and economic background
have an impact on students’ intention to enrol in a university and re-enrol if they feel
satisfied with their choice.
When looking at institutional characteristics, students consider several variables.
According to Tavares et al. (2008), who studied students’ preferences and needs in
Portuguese higher education, relevant institutional characteristics include teaching
quality, prestige, infrastructures, library, computer facilities, location, quality of the
curricula, scientific research quality, administrative support, extra-curricular factors
(sports, leisure, canteens, etc.) and the availability of exchange programs with foreign
universities. In terms of place, Raposo and Alves (2007) and Dawes and Brown (2005)
pointed out that proximity to home is one of the strong influences in the choice process
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of selecting a university in Portugal and the UK. In addition, Paulsen (1990) indicated
that the closer to their home, the higher the university was ranked by students.
Veloutsou (2004) also noted that the location of the university and the geography of its
surroundings were of pivotal importance for students at various universities in England,
Scotland and Northern Ireland. These institutional characteristics suggest that having a
university nearby is one of the important stimulators of a students’ decision to further
their education.
The research conducted by Price (2003) focused on the degree to which facilities and
locational factors influence the decisions undergraduates in the UK make when
choosing where to study. Price found that for many institutions, facilities, where
provided to a high standard, are perceived as having an important influence on students’
choice of institutions. The variables covered in Price’s research include type of
university, reputation of town/city, accommodation, learning facilities, university
security, transport, social facilities, sporting facilities, childcare facilities and university
environment. In addition to these, Wagner and Fard (2009) found that in the Malaysian
context factors such as physical aspect and facilities have significant relationships with
a students’ intention to study at an HEI.
In previous research, reputation has been found to be one of the important variables in
student decisions to attend a particular university. According to Raposo and Alves
(2007), the quality of education that a university offered has a strong influence on
university reputation. Briggs (2006) also noted that reputation is one of 10 factors that
influence the selection decision. Using the decision-making model from Kotler (1999 in
Kotler & Keller 2009), Moogan and Baron (2003) found that at the problem-recognition
stage, reputation is important for students. Veloutsou, Lewis and Paton (2004) also
highlight that in addition to the variables of courses and campus, the most important
factor that candidates seek is related to the university’s reputation. Furthermore, Ho and
Hung (2008) and Hoyt and Brown (2003) argued that academic reputation is one of the
college-choice factors that determines the success of university marketing strategies.
Study at a reputable university is perceived as a pathway to gain a good and prestigious
job after graduation. This has also been indicated by a number of other studies (Conard
& Conard 2000, 2001; Nguyen & LeBlanc 2001; Coetzee & Liebenberg 2004;
Standifird 2005; Braddock II & Hua 2006; Bowman & Bastedo 2009; Brewer & Zhao
2010)
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In terms of career prospects, Whitehead, Raffan and Deaney (2006) in their study of
post-16-year-old students and recruitment to Cambridge University, found that the most
popular reasons for wanting to enrol in university included the enjoyment of the subject,
the need for a degree for a career, better job, new subject areas and the desire to enjoy
student life. A similar situation was found in Western Australia (Soutar & Turner 2002),
where the major determinants of university choice for school-leavers, in order of
relative importance, were course suitability, academic reputation, and job prospects as
determined by a qualification from and the university’s teaching quality. According to
Maringe (2006), in the Southampton University Partnerships Scheme in England,
importance attached to labour-market motives in terms of employment and career
prospects significantly outweighs that attached to a love for the subject. As a result,
students consider program and price-related issues as more important than other
elements of universities’ marketing mix.
The impact of discounts and the price-quality on the choice of an institution of higher
education was examined by Quigley et al. (2000) in the US setting. They found that
there was a significant difference in response patterns of respondents between highdiscount and low-discount treatment, with high discounts being preferred to low. A
financial package that included supplemental loans was preferred to one that included
only scholarships and grants. Low discounts for medium-priced schools were more
attractive than low discounts for both low- and high-priced institutions. Hence, price
can affect the perceptions of potential students and their parents of an educational
institution. Other researchers have also investigated the influence of price in the choice
of a university (Domino et al. 2006; Wagner & Fard 2009). Wagner & Fard’s (2009)
research in Malaysia found that the cost of education has a significant relationships with
a students’ intention to study at a university. However, Domino et al.’s (2006) study in
the US context, found that price is the most important factor from parents’ point of view
rather than students’.
Economic situations, particularly financial aid or financial packages that includes
scholarships and grants, ware examined thoroughly by Kim (2004) in a survey of 5,136
undergraduates who began their post-secondary education in 1994 at the University of
California at Los Angeles. The results show that financial aid has different effects on
attending a first-choice college across racial groups. The significance of the first-choice
institutions is different for white and Asian-American students. White students tend to
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attend their first-choice college only when they are offered grants, in contrast to AsianAmerican students, who tend to attend their first-choice college if they can borrow
money. Govan et al. (2006) and Hoyt and Brown (2003) found in US that financial aid
was a considerable factor that influenced student choice of a university. In this case,
students were knowledgeable about the availability of financial aid because they were
aware of the rising cost of university attendance.
Although research has shown that students consider numerous important factors when
selecting a university, these factors have different level of importance for each country
and each student. Additionally, a comprehensive review of the literature review showed
that there has been a dearth of studies examining students’ university-choice factors in
less-developed countries. As student recruitment is important in today's competitive
environment, it is necessary to identify the factors that influence student decisionmaking and their impact so that marketers can benefit (Absher & Crawford 1996; Goff,
Patino & Jackson 2004; Ivy & Naude 2004). Therefore, this research will underline the
most influential factors considered by Indonesian student when selecting an Indonesian
public university.

2.7

Summary of Key Literature Related to Factors Influencing Choice of
University

Table 2.2 highlights the critical literature relating to the factors that influences students
for selecting an HEI.
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Table 2.2 Key Literature Related to Factors Influencing Choice of University

Hooley and
Lynch (1981)

Journal
Title
European
Research

Boatwright et
al. (1999)

College and
University

Empirical

Quant

Descriptive
analysis
Chi-square test

Soutar and
Turner (2002)

The
International
Journal of
Educational
Management
Journal of
Further and
Higher
Education
Facilities

Empirical

Quant

Empirical

College and
University

Reference

Moogan and
Baron (2003)

Price et al.
(2003)
Hoyt and
Brown (2003)

Type

Methodology

Analysis

Empirical

Quant/Qual

MONANOVA
Conjoint
Analysis

Population
Surveyed
Secondary
school students

Sample

Choice

Top five factors identified/main
findings
Course suitability
Academic reputation
Advice from parents, teacher
Distance from home
Academic reputation
High-choice college
Test date
Family income level
Degree of selectivity
Racial/Ethnic group
Course suitability
Academic reputation
Job prospects Teaching quality
Campus atmosphere
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Uni

Undergraduates

997

Uni

Conjoint
Analysis

High
leavers

school

259

Uni

Quant

Descriptive
analysis

Undergraduates

674

Uni

Course content
Location
Reputation

Empirical

Quant

Descriptive
analysis

Undergraduates

8,742

Uni

Empirical

Quant

Descriptive
analysis
ANOVA
t-test

Undergraduates

494

Uni

University facilities
Type of university
Reputation of town/city
Academic reputation
Quality of faculty and instruction
Location
Cost
Scholarship offers
(continued)
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Reference

Journal
Type
Title
Veloutsou et al. The
Empirical
(2004)
International
Journal of
Educational
Management
Kim (2004)
Research in Empirical
Higher
Education
Dawes and
Journal of
Empirical
Brown (2005) Marketing
For Higher
Education
Yamamoto
(2006)

Briggs (2006)

Domino et al.
(2006)

The
Empirical
International
Journal of
Educational
Management
Studies in
Empirical
Higher
Education
The
Empirical
Business
Review,
Cambridge

Methodology

Analysis

Population
Surveyed
High school
students/
Undergraduates

Sample

Quant/Qual

Friedman two-way
ANOVA

Quant

306

Uni

Chi-square test
sequential logistic
regression models
Descriptive
analysis
Regression
analysis
t-test
Descriptive
analysis

Undergraduates

5,136

Uni

Undergraduates

266

Uni

Undergraduates

153

Uni

Quant

Factor analysis
t-test

Undergraduates

650

Uni

Quant

Cross tabulation

Undergraduates

289

Uni

Quant

Quant

Choice

Top five factors
identified/main findings
University’s reputation
Course studied
Campus
Cost
Future career prospects
Financial aid (loans only, grants
only, and the combination of
grants with loans)
Ethnic group
Age
Proximity
Father going to a university
Personal preference
Parents
University entrance exam scores
University ranking
Advisors and friends
Academic reputation
Distance from home
Location
Cost
Location
Major
(continued)
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Reference

Journal
Type
Title
Maringe (2006) The
Empirical
International
Journal of
Educational
Management
Govan et al.
College and Empirical
(2006)
University

Methodology
Quant

Descriptive
analysis

Quant

Descriptive
analysis
Multinomial
logistic regression
Structural equation
modelling using
Partial Least
Squares (PLS)
Descriptive
analysis

Analytic hierarchy
process (AHP),
Cluster analysis
Correspondence
analysis
Pearson
Correlation

Raposo and
Alves (2007)

MPRA
Paper

Empirical

Quant
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Employment
Career prospects
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Employment prospects
Employability
Curriculum
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Family, Friends and Peers
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2.8

Summary

This chapter has reviewed the literature related to marketing in higher education in
general. The first section has addressed the marketing orientation of higher
education, defining marketing and customers and providing a rationale for adapting
marketing within the institutional administrative system. It has provided definitional
clarity for the study and also underpinned the importance of marketing in higher
education. The issue of students as customers of higher education has been defined
and discussed. The chapter has then highlighted that marketing in higher education
requires further investigation, especially in the contexts and cultures of countries in
the non-developed world.
Several student-choice models have also been reviewed to facilitate the
understanding of a decision-making process for selecting tertiary study. From the
literature, it has been shown that student choice models are related to the consumer
decision-making process in general. This process revealed the steps that the student
went through to choose a university. The steps also demonstrate that the decisionmaking process for higher education is a complicated and lengthy process. An
understanding of students’ decision-making provides a basis for HEIs to developing
their marketing and recruitment strategy to attract students.
The remainder of the chapter has focused on students’ choice factors. The review of
factors influencing choice of university was directed towards identifying important
themes, factors, variables and significant findings. The literature review
demonstrated that several factors affect students’ the ultimate choice of where to
study. Those factors may include reputation, costs, proximity, job prospects, facilities
and campus atmosphere. Other factors related to significant people in students’ lives
including parents, family, friends and high-school teachers, were also considered to
have influence on students’ university decisions. Likewise, students develop
perceptions and preferences about tertiary institutions from experiences, other
people’s information, marketing efforts of the institutions, and media publications.
Although many researchers have discussed various student choice factors, several
important components to extend the research area could be explored, including the
salient attributes for selecting a university specifically in the less-developed world.
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This study was designed to take respondents preferences, and any trade-off
behaviour that typically unmeasured behaviour could have on choosing a university,
into account. Another void in the literature this study fills is a prediction of the
probability of market share in various competitive scenarios of students’ relative
weighting of their criteria for selecting an Indonesian public university.

Chapter 3 expands on the first research question and the justification of the research
methodology selected to study the most relevant factors considered by Indonesian
students when selecting an Indonesian public university. The chapter also explores
data-collection methods, sampling design and selection, instrumentation, ethical
issues, the rationale for the data analysis approach, the results of the preliminary
research.
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CHAPTER 3. QUALITATIVE METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS:
PRELIMINARY STUDY

3.1

Introduction

Chapter Two presented the theoretical framework of student choice models and
identified issues relevant to the factors influencing choice of university. The
theoretical framework presented in the chapter covered the important theories and,
concepts, and the significant findings from previous scholars, to facilitate the
understanding of the student decision-making process for selecting a university. The
chapter also highlighted the need to better understand students as customers of higher
education, which resulted in the definition of the research questions.
This chapter presents the qualitative methodology used in the current research and
reports the results. Specifically, the chapter presents the justification for adopting
exploratory research methods, the sampling plan, data-collection methods,
instrumentation, ethical considerations and results. The aims of this preliminary
study are to examine the factors that influence students when selecting a university
and the process they undertake in choosing a university.
The current chapter is organised into various sections. Section 3.2 justifies the use of
an exploratory research method. Section 3.3 explains the sampling plan used in this
study. Section 3.4 describes the data-collection method employed for the qualitative
study. Section 3.5 details the instruments used for collecting data. Section 3.6
explains the method for analysing the qualitative data. Section 3.7 discusses the
ethical considerations for conducting the qualitative study. Finally, Section 3.8
presents the preliminary findings of the qualitative study.

3.2

Justification for Adopting an Exploratory Research Method

As the research aims are to build on previous academic findings and extend the
limited knowledge about students’ decision-making for choosing a public university
in Indonesia, an exploratory study was undertaken to provide further understanding
of the factors influencing student choice of an HEI.
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Exploratory research was used as an initial stage of this current research process. It
involved employing a qualitative method, as suggested by Zikmund (2010). This
approach can help to clarify the concepts of the research and give the researcher indepth details and ideas for the study (Churchill & Iacobucci 2002).
In this study, exploratory research is used to:
a. explore and identify the factors related to student choice criteria in the
selection of an Indonesian public university, and
b. understand how the factors could be used in the development of a
questionnaire and the operationalisation of variables for the major
(quantitative) phase of this research.

3.3

Sampling Plan

3.3.1

Target Population and Unit Analysis

Since the research objective is to determine some of the factors at work in students’
choices, the population of interest in this research is first-year undergraduate students
at public universities in Indonesia. Although much research on student college choice
has been conducted on high-school-age students (Litten 1982; Soutar & Turner 2002;
Veloutsou et al. 2004), other researchers have revealed that evaluation of students’
choice process after they enter the university is more appropriate than previously
suspected. For example, Brennan (2001) surveyed students during the early weeks of
their first semester to limit the potential for cognitive dissonance influencing the type
of information the student had access to and to attempt to limit the types of issues
they felt were important in their decision. Thus, the selection of first-year
undergraduate students in this current study aims to minimise the ‘contamination
effect’ of students responses with current experience (Arambewela, Hall & Zuhair
2006).
As this current study is concerned with investigating students’ choice criteria, the
unit of analysis necessarily is at an individual level. The criteria used in this current
study for selecting participants were that the student had completed at least one
semester and would be finishing their second semester. This particular point was
chosen because these students would not yet be far removed from their own decision44

making process. As pointed out by Gallifa (2009), the first year is a period very close
to the choice of university selected to study. In addition, first-year students have a
more comprehensive knowledge of the university than high-school students.
Additionally, the university may derive benefit from knowing the development of its
own students’ decision-making.
This research focuses only on public universities in Indonesia, covering autonomous
and non-autonomous universities in Java and Sumatra. These regions have more
public universities than other regions. Out of 48 public universities across Indonesia,
Java has 18 public universities, Sumatra has 11, Sulawesi has eight, Kalimantan has
four, Bali, Nusa Tenggara and Papua have two each, and Maluku only has one.
Additionally, the five autonomous public universities in Indonesia are situated only
in Java (four) and Sumatra (one). Therefore, Java and Sumatra were chosen as the
representative locations for this current research.

3.3.2

Sampling Technique

The purposive sampling technique was used to choose the sample for the qualitative
questionnaire and focus group discussion. This type of non-probability sampling
method is acceptable in exploratory stages of research and is used in business
practice (Kinnear & Taylor 2006). As a qualitative study attempts to delve into richer
information from the informants in terms of relevant data, both statistical
representation and scale are not key considerations (Patton 2002; Ritchie, Lewis &
Elam 2003). Therefore, probability sampling seemed inappropriate for this study’s
qualitative phase (Miles & Huberman 1994).
Criterion sampling as a type of purposive sampling was used to select a sample of
participants (Patton 2002). The researcher set the criterion to understand, discover
and obtain more insight into issues pertinent to the study (Merriam 1998). The
participants chosen were those who would be able to provide the necessary
information to answer the interview questions (Bryman & Bell 2007) regarding their
choice factor when selecting a university.

45

3.4

Data-Collection Method for Qualitative Research

A qualitative questionnaire and focus-group discussions were employed to explore
and identify the variables related to the choice criteria of students in the selection of
an Indonesian public university. The reason for using two approaches to collect the
data was to follow up in more depth the data gained during individual questionnaire
through focus groups. In addition, these two instruments have different purposes that
complement each other.
An individual questionnaire was employed for exploring the factors considered by
Indonesian students when choosing a public university. It concentrated only on the
specific factors from the students’ perceptions of their higher-education choices and
the influencers on their decision-making process. On the other hand, the focus-group
discussion allowed collection of data from a group of first-year undergraduate
students in the same faculty, enabling the researcher to find the commonality and
differences between the participants and how they made the decision to study in their
current university. Both the qualitative questionnaires and focus-groups discussions
had the same cohort of 48 students. Table 3.1 presents the distribution of participants
in each university sample divided by region.
Table 3.1 Distribution of Participant
Student from
Autonomous
Universities

Students from
Non-Autonomous
Universities

Total

15

9

24

Java

7

17

24

Both

22

26

48

Sumatra

Table 3.1, shows that half of the participants represented Sumatra region and the
other half represented Java region. Among the total participants, 22 students
represented two autonomous universities, one each from Java and Sumatra, and the
remaining 26 students represented two non-autonomous universities in Java and one
non-autonomous university in Sumatra.
As the research was conducted in Indonesia, all the data-collection methods and
instrumentation were carried out using the Indonesian language. This minimised the
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potential difficulties of communication between researchers and participants or
respondents. The data-collection methods and instrumentation were designed in
English, translated into Indonesian, and translated back into the English language.
Issues pertaining to quality assurance or validity are discussed in Section 3.5.4.

3.4.1

Qualitative Questionnaire

The qualitative questionnaire included open-ended questions allowing the
participants to write whatever they want on those questions being asked (Bryman &
Bell 2007; Zikmund & Babin 2007). As the purpose of the qualitative questionnaire
was to help discover new qualitative material in terms of choice factors unique to the
Indonesian higher-education context, it was designed to have more open-ended semistructured questions.

3.4.2

Focus-Group Discussion

Focus group discussions were conducted after the completion of the qualitative
questionnaire sessions. In this current research, focus-groups discussions were
chosen as a method to explore the process the students followed in their decision to
study at a particular Indonesian public university. The process involved exploring
issues such as the sources from which the students sought more information (for
example, advertisements; information from parents, friends and relatives; visits to the
potential university), who influenced their decision to study in that university, how
they influenced it and so on.
In each focus-group discussion session, probe questions were introduced to seek
participants’ involvement with the interview questions being discussed. The
principle-theme questions were mainly about the process those students followed in
their decisions to study at a particular Indonesian public university. To ensure the
accuracy of the information provided by the participants, the focus-group discussions
between the researcher and the participants were recorded using audiotape.

3.4.2.1

Number of Groups and Participants

Five focus-group discussions were conducted in five public universities in Java and
Sumatra. Since the number of non-autonomous public universities in Indonesia is
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more than the number of autonomous, the focus-groups discussions were conducted
at three non-autonomous public universities and two autonomous public universities.
The decisions regarding the number of groups in the study, sample size and statistical
significance are irrelevant for a qualitative study, since there are no statistical or
objective standards for adequacy (Zikmund 2003). The basic rule of thumb in
respondent selection is to determine the type of participants who are most
representative of target population. However, Fern (2001, p162) suggested that
heterogeneity across groups will provide diversity of perspective. Therefore, five
focus groups were considered appropriately representative of both types of public
university in Indonesia, and to provide the wide range of different perspectives.
Focus-group discussion in this current research used a small group of people, as
suggested by Fraenkel and Wallen (2006), to think about a series of questions. Some
researchers suggest a standard number of participants in each focus group of between
four and 12; this range is large enough for diversity of perceptions yet small enough
for the participants to contribute freely the discussion (Hurworth 1996). However,
the size of a focus group depends on the objective and the type of information
desired by the researcher. Therefore, the number of participants within the group in
this current study varied from seven to 15, based on suggestions of the average
number of participants that will ensure interaction and multiplicity of opinions
(Bryman & Bell 2007).
The composition of the group in this current study followed the general guidelines of
several researchers (Hussey & Hussey 1997; Churchill & Iacobucci 2002; Kinnear &
Taylor 2006; Malhotra et al. 2006) who advocated that the composition of the group
should be homogeneous except, with respect to gender. Therefore, the groups in the
current study were similar in that some participants were in their first year of
undergraduate study and in the same course programs; however, both genders were
represented in each group of participants. All 48 participants from the Sumatra and
Java agreed to take part in the five focus-group discussions (two in Sumatra and
three in Java).
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3.4.2.2

Number of Moderators

In a focus group discussion with small number of participants, usually one moderator
is adequate to control the interview process (Zikmund 2003). Therefore, in this
preliminary study, the researcher was the sole moderator of each group.

3.4.3

Recruitment Methods

Upon reaching Indonesia, the researcher contacted a relevant authority to discuss a
recruitment strategy and the exact date to visit one of their first-year classes. In the
first visit, the researcher informed the students about the study through Participant
Information Sheet forms and recruited students for questionnaire completions and
focus-group discussions that were held during non-classroom times in the university
premises. Approval was sought from, and granted by, university authorities (Dean or
Vice-Dean) at two autonomous and three non-autonomous universities:
a. University of North Sumatra [Sumatra] (Autonomous)
b. University Jambi [Sumatra] (Non-Autonomous)
c. Airlangga University [Java] (Autonomous)
d. Diponegoro University [Java] (Non-Autonomous)
e. Brawijaya University [Java] (Non-Autonomous)
Prior to conducting each focus-group discussions, a short, individual questionnaire
was distributed to each participant to: (1) obtain their relevant criteria and reasons
they considered when selecting an Indonesian public university; (2) explore as many
factors as possible that emerged in their decision-making process and other
influences that might have been involved in university selection; and (3) obtain
backgrounds information for the participant.
Seven to 15 first-year undergraduate students from each of the selected universities
who already had completed the questionnaires volunteered as participants. The Dean
chose the participants after which the researcher profiled them against the criteria
and made the final selection. Each focus-group discussion followed the completion
of the questionnaire and usually after the moderator had received the completed
questionnaires regarding the students’’ choice criteria. Five focus groups were
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conducted: two in Sumatra and three in Java. The groups included both male and
female students. All participants were first-year undergraduate students.

3.5

Instrumentation for Qualitative Research

3.5.1

Qualitative Questionnaire

The researcher constructed the questions for qualitative questionnaire before
conducting the focus-group discussions. The questionnaire consisted of open-ended
questions in written form, and asked respondents for a short-essay response
(Zikmund & Babin 2007). In this case, the researcher allowed respondents to write as
much or as little as they wanted. The advantages to this approach include an ability
to address more-specific issues. Responses were easier to interpret than those from
other qualitative approaches, and the questions were administered without the
presence of an interviewer (Zikmund & Babin 2007). In this way, the questionnaire
completion was considered relatively cost-effective and less time-consuming.
Given that the purpose of the qualitative questionnaires was to explore and determine
the most relevant factors and reasons considered by Indonesian students when
selecting an Indonesian public university at which to study, questions included: What
criteria were considered when choosing this public university? How important are
each of the criteria? Why were they important to you?
The last section of the qualitative questionnaire was devoted to participants’ personal
details to gain insight into the demographic profile of the participants in this study.
These details included information on gender, age, hometown, high-school
background, university choices, and family member who had studied at the same
university. Appendix 1 contains the qualitative questionnaire.

3.5.2

Moderator Guide

Before the commencement of the discussion, a moderator’s guide was constructed
for use during the focus-group interviews (Malhotra et al. 2006). Some questions
were prepared in advance that aimed to explore the student decision-making process
when selecting a public university and generate a discussion.
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The list of questions was intended to be a guideline for the discussion and to ensure
that no aspects of the overall research question were overlooked. These guidelines
included the process that should be followed by the moderator such as introducing
the researcher, thanking participants for attendance, providing a brief background of
study, explaining that their opinions were important and there were no right or wrong
answers, seeking permission for recording and assuring privacy (no reporting of data
with individual identification), explaining about ethical considerations, and having
participant sign the consent form. Participants were reminded of the importance of
their participation in the focus-group discussion. The researcher also explained that
the results from the focus groups would be used to understand the process students
followed when choosing a university. With the participants’ permission, notes were
taken and the focus groups were recorded. The moderator assured the participants
that their names would not appear in the report.
The focus-group participants were then asked to respond to seven general questions
and discuss those questions among members of the group. The discussions were
conducted in a semi-structured fashion as suggested by Easterby-Smith (1991) with a
prepared guide, including a list of questions, for the moderator (Appendix 3). Typical
questions for the focus-group discussion included: Can you tell me about your
decision making process to study in a public university? Where did you get the
information about this public university? Would you have studied in other public
universities if you had not been accepted in your current university? The moderator’s
flexibility in posing questions was important to ensure the flow of discussion. The
participants were encouraged to talk to one another by explaining their views,
commenting on each other’s experiences and opinions and asking questions. Since
the quality of the interview depends on the interviewer’s ability to persuade their
respondents to participate (Creswell 2003), along with the ability to follow up and
verify the relevant aspects of the answer (Kvale & Brinkmann 2009), the participants
were asked probing questions for clarification and, verification. The moderator also
encouraged the participants to discuss other influences in their decision-making
process for choosing a public university. Near the end of each focus-group
discussion, participants were asked “Is there anything else you would like to say
about choosing a university?” This question was asked in order to obtain additional
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comments regarding the choice criteria, along with potential areas of student concern
for further analysis.
During the focus group-sessions, the moderator took general notes. Focus-group
notes began with descriptive information. In addition to the date and location of the
focus group and critical background information, participants’ level of conversation
was tracked by assigning a number to each participant. The moderator took control
of the discussion and ensured that the duration was not longer than 45 minutes. The
same approach was adopted for the remaining four focus-group discussion.
All the focus-group transcripts were open coded. Focus-group questions were coded
and analysed independently. Each question was followed by a discussion of
responses. The data from the focus groups was analysed for recurrent themes. The
answers for each question were assigned to major themes based on the responses
given by the participants’ responses. The moderator determined a list of important
themes found from each session. All sessions generated themes regarding the
decision-making process those students followed to enrol at a public university.

3.5.3

Testing the Instrument

Sometimes researchers use a detailed approach to testing instruments, such as
cognitive interviewing, where there is the opportunity to delve into the meaning of a
single question, or even a single word, with a respondent. Similar processes were
undertaken for testing both the qualitative questionnaire and the moderator guide
used in the current study. The instruments for this study were constructed in the
English language. To validate the research instrument in this current study, three
academic professionals were involved to check content validity, and thus ensure
appropriateness and clarity. This approach was chosen as it has been successfully
applied in a study by Ahmadi et al. (2001), who used four academic professionals to
validate the instrument of their research on business students’ perceptions of faculty
evaluations. In this study, some amendments were made based on the reviewers’
suggestions. These suggestions included reducing the number of questions and
combining some questions to avoid participant fatigue, repetition and, too much time
taken to complete the questionnaire or to participate in focus-group discussion. These
considerations were addressed in the design of the qualitative questionnaire and
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moderator guide. Following the modification, the instruments were translated into
the Indonesian language.
After translating into Indonesian, the instruments also went through an iteration of
modification and testing on a convenience sample of people similar to the
respondents who would be participating in the study; other words, Indonesian
students. Three Indonesian postgraduate students who were studying at the
University of Wollongong reviewed the instruments to ensure correct translation. To
determine the potential effectiveness of the instruments, the researcher also
distributed the instruments to three Indonesian undergraduate students at the
University of Wollongong (not included in the final sample). The reviewers were
also asked to evaluate the instruments for clarity and appropriateness of questions to
ensure the questionnaire was easy to complete and that questions were clear and
relevant for first-year undergraduate students in an Indonesian university.
When testing questions, the researcher looked for problems such as vague answers,
unclear terminology, or questions that were inappropriate for the participants. This
approach was also used to consider whether terms or words could be mispronounced
and whether the probes would be used correctly. The time spent for completing the
questionnaire and conducting a focus-group discussion was also measured for
predicting a realistic duration. The test found no serious problems and minor
amendments were made to the instruments’ questions based on the verbal feedback
received. The final result of the pre-testing instruments finally indicated that the
questions had content validity (as discussed below).

3.5.4

Validity and Reliability for Qualitative Research

Validity refers to the appropriateness of the measurement to draw characteristics that
exist in the reality under investigation (Malhotra et al. 2006). In this research, one
procedure applied to enhance the validity of the study was content validity (also
called face validity). Content validity was decided upon as the most appropriate
method for ensuring the validity of both the qualitative instruments of this study. The
content validity of this study was checked by discussing the qualitative questionnaire
and moderators guide and gaining the approval of experts in the area of research. As
pointed out by Zikmund (2003), an instrument is considered to have content validity
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if professionals agree that it logically appears to accurately measure what it is
intended to measure. Furthermore, member-checking or respondent validation was
also conducted by involving participants to assess the researcher’s interpretation of
the discussion and check whether the interpretations correctly represents their views
(Creswell & Miller 2000).
For the qualitative research in this current study, reliability refers to the assessment
of the quality of various qualitative methods used and the dependability of the
resulting data and process (Flick 2006). In order to increase reliability, the
moderator’s guide in this current study was checked during and after the first focusgroup discussion session. Therefore, some questions were modified based on
feedback.
Additionally, in this current study, to increase both the reliability and validity of this
method of data collection, it was necessary to win the respondents’ full confidence
and trust (Burns 2000). Therefore, they were fully briefed on the aims of the research
and its significance in helping to improve the understanding of students’ choice
criteria in selecting an Indonesian public university. To enhance the validity of the
qualitative questionnaire and focus-group discussion procedure, the process was
conducted in Indonesian.

3.6

Data Analysis for Qualitative Research

Both qualitative questionnaire and focus group discussion results of this qualitative
phase were analysed through thematic analysis to answer the research questions
being posited in this current research.

3.6.1

Thematic Analysis

To process qualitative information, thematic analysis was applied by encoding the
information based on themes generated deductively from theory and prior research
(Boyatzis 1998). This thematic-analysis approach was chosen rather than merely
using an existing organising construct to provide meaning to the disparate themes
identified from the analysis, as pointed out by Fredriksson (1999).
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To answer the research question, the data from the qualitative questionnaire was
reduced and summarised by means of a categorising process to identify themes
(Altheide 1987). This categorising process involved “…sorting units into provisional
categories on the basis of ‘look-alike’ characteristics” as suggested by Lincoln and
Guba (1985, p203). The principle themes generally concerned the factors those
students considered when selecting a particular Indonesian public university. In this
way, it was possible to identify other institutional factors that attract students to their
institution of choice that may not have been identified in the literature and identify
the relevance of the other institutional characteristics identified from the literature,
and to the Indonesian public-university context. Moreover, as the qualitative
questionnaire data was related to objectives of the study, quotations were selected to
support key ideas (Mariampolski 2001). Subsequently, demographic or background
information from participants collected prior to session was also coded and used in
the analysis.
Unlike quantitative data analysis, qualitative analysis, particularly focus-group
analysis, occurs concurrently with data collection (Rabiee 2004). Since the focusgroup discussions generate large amounts of data, a central aim of data analysis,
according to Robson (1993) is to reduce data to a level that permits meaningful
interpretation. The analysis phase of a focus-group interview starts with a systematic
reflection on the interview notes of the moderator and the recorded interview. The
raw data was transcribed from tape recordings (where permitted by interviewees),
and the results were initially recorded as specific themes and indicators that were
related. In this research, all interview results were transcribed verbatim by the
researcher in Indonesian. The participants’ words were examined thoroughly and
transcriptions were read several times to achieve familiarity with the data. Although
the main source of data analysis was the recorded spoken language derived from the
focus-group discussion sessions, the moderator’s notes which documented critical
background information and important points in each group discussion were also
included to add a valuable dimension to the construction and analysis of the
qualitative data. This data was combined with the data collected during the
individual questionnaires administered before each focus-group discussion. Key
themes were constructed and summarised similarly to the process of analysing the
factors arising from the qualitative questionnaire.
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Data analysis for both methods in the current study followed the guide provided by
Creswell (2007). Initial open coding of the data gave way to axial coding, wherein
codes were organised and sorted into categories based on their properties and
similarities. Strauss and Corbin (1990, 1998) defined axial coding as a set of
procedures that makes connections between categories in which data are put back
together in new ways after open coding. Constant comparison was used throughout
the coding process between participant responses and the coding, coding and
categories, and categories and participant responses. The research findings
concentrated only on: (1) the key themes related to the choice factor that emerged
from the qualitative questionnaire, and (2) the process that emerged from the focusgroup decision that those students followed for making a decision to enrol at a public
university.
To ensure the validity of the focus-group discussion data, two participants from one
non-autonomous public university volunteered to validate the transcription results,
have and agreed with the presentation of the information that represented their views.
Thematic categories found from both the qualitative questionnaire and the focusgroup discussions were then translated from Indonesian to English. Subsequently,
these categories were used to construct a questionnaire for a quantitative survey in
phase two of the current research with larger sample.
The data from the qualitative questionnaires and focus-group discussions as the
original transcripts were kept in a locked cabinet in the research-student office at
Sydney Business School, University of Wollongong. A soft copy of the data was
held in a password-protected computer and a personal laptop, also protected by
password.

3.7

Ethical Considerations

The ethical considerations in this research are based on the National Statement on
Ethical Conduct in Human Research 2007 (National Health and Medical Research
Council, Australian Research Council & Australian Vice-Chancellors’ Committee
2007). The standards and procedures in this statement were strictly adhered to in the
process of gathering data for the study. Ethics approval was sought from the
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University of Wollongong’s Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC) to conduct
the exploratory research.

3.8

Results of Qualitative Research

This section presents the results of qualitative study for both the questionnaire and
focus-group discussions, commencing with the socio-demographic profile of the
participants.

3.8.1

Socio-Demographic Profile of the Participants

The following table presents the socio-demographic profile of the participants in this
qualitative study. The profile consists of the participants’ age, gender, hometown,
high school’s graduation year, high-school’s type, and other information related to
the participants’ background before enrolling at the university.
Table 3.2 presents the age distribution of participants in the qualitative study.

Region

Table 3.2 Age of Participants
Age

Total

18 years old

19 years old

20 years old

Sumatra

8

15

1

24

Java

2

16

6

24

Both

10

31

7

48

A large percentage of the participants (65%) were 19 years old, which correlated
with a typical population of first-year undergraduate students.

57

Table 3.3 shows the participants’ gender.

Region

Table 3.3 Gender of Participants
Gender
Male

Female

Total

Sumatra

5

19

24

Java

6

18

24

Both

11

37

48

Of the 48 participants, (77%) (37) were female and the remaining (23%) were male.
More female students may have participated in this research due to:
a. A generally larger class attendance by female students.
b. More female students enrolled in the Economics and Business study program
in five public universities in Indonesia.
c. The percentage of female students enrolled in Indonesian public universities,
which is more than male according to the figures provided by DGHE, as
shown in Table 1.3 (Chapter 1).
Table 3.4 presents participants place of origin.
Table 3.4 Participants Hometown Relative to University Location
Hometown

Inside

Outside

Total

Sumatra

24

0

24

Java

22

2

24

Both

46

2

48

The table shows that 96% (46) of the participants were from within the region where
their university is located. Two (4%) of the total participants originate from outside
the region where their university is located.
When reclassified by the city from where respondents originated, it was found that
the biggest proportion of respondents in Sumatra originated from other parts of the
city where the university resided (71%, 17 respondents). About 29% (7) of the
respondents in Sumatra originated from the city than where the university is located
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(71%, 17). Similarly, in Java, the majority of respondents originated from other parts
of the city than where the university is located (58%, 14). The remaining 42%
originated from the city where the university is located.
Table 3.5 contains the data for high-school graduation years.

Region

Table 3.5 High School Graduation Year of the Participants
High-School’s Graduation Year

Total

2008

2009

Sumatra

1

23

24

Java

2

22

24

Both

3

45

48

The greatest proportion of participants in both Sumatra and Java; (48% (23) and 46%
(22) respectively) graduated from their high schools in 2009. The remaining 6%
graduated one year earlier, in 2008.
Table 3.6 shows the types of high school from which the participants graduated.
Table 3.6 Types of High School from which Participants Graduated
Types of High School
Location
Total
Public
Private
Sumatra

17

7

24

Java

20

4

24

Both

37

11

48

The table shows that out of 48, the majority of participants, 77% (37) graduated from
public high schools; the remaining (23%) graduated from private high schools.
None of the participants had ever attended the current university before enrolling
(e.g. in vocational courses).
However, it was found that some of the participants had previously attended a course
at another institution that was not the university in which they were currently
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studying. Table 3.7 indicates the number of students who had previously taken a
course at another institution.
Table 3.7 Number of Participants Who Took a Course before Enrolling at their
Current University
Number of Participants
Location
Total
Ever
Never
Sumatra

0

24

24

Java

2

22

24

Both

2

46

48

The table shows that (77%) of participants (46) were fresh graduates from high
school when they enrolled at the current university. One of the students from Java,
who had taken a course at another institution, had attended another public institution;
the other had attended a formal training centre.
Table 3.8 presents participants’ response as to whether the current university was
their first choice.

Location

Table 3.8 University Preference of the Participants
Current university as the first choice

Total

Yes

No

Sumatra

19

5

24

Java

12

12

24

Both

31

17

48

The Indonesian higher-education entry system allows students to choose up to three
universities, especially for social-science study programs. When participants were
asked to state their university preference, it was found that the majority of
participants (65 %, or 31) mentioned that the current university was their first choice.
Interestingly, it was found that half the total respondents from Java revealed that
their current university was not their first choice.
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Table 3.9 shows the number of universities to which each participant applied.

Location

Table 3.9 Universities to which Participants Applied
Number of Universities Applied To

Total

2

3

Sumatra

18

6

24

Java

13

11

24

Both

31

17

48

As mentioned earlier, the students have the opportunity to choose more than one
university. From the participants’ responses, it was found that most (65%, or 31)
chose two universities; the remaining 17 (35%) applied to three universities.
Participants also noted the highest academic degree they wished (Table 3.10).
Table 3.10 Highest Academic Degree Participant Wished to Obtain
Degree
Location
Total
Doctorate
Bachelor
Master
Sumatra

1

14

9

24

Java

3

14

7

24

Both

4

28

16

48

The majority of the students in this current study hoped to further their study at the
postgraduate level. Table 3.10 shows that most (58%, or 28) wanted to obtain a
master’s degree. Out of 48, participants, 16 (33%) wanted to obtain a doctorate. In
contrast, four participants (8%) satisfied with obtaining only a bachelor’s degree.
The last question of the questionnaire asked about participants’ family members who
studied at their university before them. In this question, participants were allowed to
list family members who studied at the same university. Table 3.11 shows the results.
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Table 3.11 Participants’ Family Member Who Studied at the Same University
Family Member
Region
Uncle/
Other
Father Mother Siblings Cousins
None
Aunt
relatives
Sumatra

1

2

2

7

2

13

11

Java

0

0

6

4

4

1

11

The majority of participants (54%, or 26) had family members who had studied at
their university before them. These family members included father, mother, siblings
(either brother or sister), cousins, either uncle or aunt, and others (unspecified)
relatives. While, participants from Sumatra most frequently counted unspecified
relatives (27%, or 13), participant from Java most frequently counted siblings (13%,
6). Twenty-two out of the 48 (46%) did not have family member who had studied at
their current university. This question was specifically asked to find out who
influences students in their choice of a public university. More detailed justification
and discussion is provided in Section 3.8.2.3.
The next three sections in this chapter focus on the remaining questions in the
qualitative questionnaire. Section 3.8.2.1 highlights the importance of 25 universitychoice factors, as determined by the questionnaire (Questions 1 to 3). Section 3.8.2.2
compares the importance level of choice criteria in different regions and in
autonomous and non-autonomous public universities. Section 3.8.2.3 presents the
influential people in the participants’ decision-making process.

3.8.2

Results from Qualitative Questionnaire

This section presents the preliminary results of the qualitative questionnaire
administered to first-year undergraduate students in five public universities in Java
and Sumatra, Indonesia. The section first presents the influential factors for selecting
a public university. It then compares the importance level of choice criteria based on
region, and autonomous and non-autonomous universities.
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3.8.2.1

Student Choice Criteria: The Influential Factors for Selecting a
Public University

The exploratory study revealed emergent themes as factors considered by students
when selecting an Indonesian public university. Respondents mentioned a range of
factors and reasons for selecting a higher education institution. Initially, participants
identified 37 reasons for choosing a public university. These were subsequently
recoded into 25 themes to avoid overlap. Categories that offered similar meaning
were pooled together; for example, ‘university reputation’, ‘university achievement’,
‘university status’ or ‘university type’ were placed under ‘reputation’. Similarly,
‘relatives’ was placed under ‘family’; and that ‘tuition fee’, ‘cost of study’ and ‘cost
of living’ were associated to ‘cost’.
When the researcher asked about the factors that influence choices of a university,
Indonesian students reported that they made decisions based on the amalgamation of
factors such as, cost, reputation, proximity, job prospects, environment and
surroundings, quality of

university, influence of parents, influence of friends,

psychological, facilities, accreditation of university, suitability of study program,
level of competition, family influences, high-school teacher’s advice, alumni
networking, interaction within campus, availability of scholarships, variety of
courses offered, campus safety, ease of continuing postgraduate overseas, influence
of promotional media, influence of community perceptions and divine providence or
God’s decision. On average, participants mentioned at least three factors their
decision to choose a university rather than relying on only one factor. Table 3.12
presents the complete list of important factors as reported by participants in the
questionnaires.
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Table 3.12 List of Themes found from the Qualitative Questionnaires
No.
1.

2.

Themes
Cost

Reputation

3.

Proximity

4.
5.
6.

Job prospects
Parents
Quality

7.

Friends

8.

Psychological

9.
10.

Facilities
Campus environment

11.
12.
13.
14.

Accreditation
Courses suitability
Competition
Family

15.
16.
17.

High-school teacher
Alumni
Interaction

18.
19.

Scholarships
Variety of the courses
offered
Safety
Promotion media
Easy to continue
postgraduate education in
overseas
Community perceptions
God
Luck

20.
21.
22.

23.
24.
25.

Sub-themes
Tuition fee
Cost of study
Cost of living
Cost
University reputation
University type/status
University ranking
University achievement
Proximity
Location

Overall Total

40

2
2

40
24
6
4
2
24
8
20
18
12
5
14
1
6
2
2
2
1
11
9
2
10
9
7
4
3
6
5
3
1
3
2
1
2
2

33
22
5
3
2
11
4
18
13
10
5
2
1
5
2
2
1
1
9
5
0
10
7
5
3
1
3
1
1
0
2
2
1
0
1

7
2
1
1
0
13
5
2
5
2
0
12
0
1
0
0
1
0
2
4
2
0
2
2
1
2
3
4
2
1
1
0
0
2
1

1

1

1

0

1
1
1

1
1
1

1
1
1

0
0
0

36

33
20
18

Academic quality
Lecturer experiences
Friends
Other suggestions
Self motivation
Interest
Independent
Prestige
New challenge

17
15

13

11
Campus Environment
Atmosphere

11
10
9
7

Relatives
Family

7
6
5

Interaction
Adaptation

4
3

Study-program variation
The number of faculties.

Important
Very Somewhat

3
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Emerging themes and common issues arose when respondents recalled their
perceptions of influential criteria for choosing a university. The top 10 factors that
respondents mentioned were, in order of decreasing frequency, cost (40), reputation
(36), proximity (32), job prospects (20), parents (18), quality (17), friends (15),
psychological (12), facilities (11) and campus environment (11). Each of the top 10
factors is explored in the following sections with selected comments from the
qualitative questionnaires.

3.8.2.1.1 Cost
Most students mentioned cost as the most important factor. Students identified
financial factors such as tuition fee, cost of study, cost of living and other related
expenses. Those students noted that financial support from parents or family limited
their choice of university, as their financial sponsors may support or constrain them
in studying in certain places or study programs. One respondent mentioned that
choosing a university in the city where the cost of living is relatively cheap made it
more affordable for the respondent’s family. Another respondent revealed that since
she is not the only one studying at the university, and she still has two other siblings
yet to go university, she therefore chose a public university because it was cheaper.
Many respondents commented that since they knew that the cost of a university study
was very high, they chose to enrol in public universities more affordable and suitable
for their parents’ economic resources.
Other respondents chose a public university by comparing the tuition fees at private
universities, finding them to be more expensive than public universities. One
respondent stated that even though the cost of study was not a major consideration
for his parents, he still preferred to study a public university rather than the private
ones, with the intention that he could help save the family’s money. Two respondents
also explained that the influence of cost can be slotted into another category:
‘proximity’. For example, one participant commented. “Since I reside in the same
city as this university, I chose the university where I live in to save the cost and other
travel expenses.” Another mentioned, “In this university, the costs are more
affordable and also I live fairly close to this university, so it can save money to travel
here.”
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3.8.2.1.2 Reputation
Several aspects of a university’s reputation such as university status (whether public
or private), university ranking and university achievement, influenced attitudes
toward choosing it. When selecting a university, students were influenced not only
by their own perceptions and attitudes, but also by what other people thought.
Commonly, university reputation was related to the general prominence of an
institution in the public eye. For example, students believed that the regional public
university near them provided an excellent undergraduate education better than either
private or others public institutions. One commented, “This University has a good
image in the community; in my opinion it would produce the best graduates.”
Others differentiated between public and private universities. Most of them
mentioned that their public university was accredited, in contrast to a private
university; therefore the quality was superior. One respondent stated, “I assumed that
graduates of a public university will be more successful in a competitive labour
market.”
University rankings directly affected students’ perceptions of institutional quality.
Students indicated that their parents’ perceptions of institutional quality were also
affected by the ranking of the university. Students created their own subjective norm
of which universities were considered to have the best quality, based on university
ranking. On these perceptions, two respondents said that the rankings obviously
reflected the quality of universities.
Many students placed great emphasis on attending top-ranked universities, because
these universities helped students obtain the best jobs. They also related the high topranked universities with accreditation; for example, one respondent commented: “For
me this university has enough credibility and quality. Accreditation and ranking were
useful guidelines for obtaining a good job.” Another said, “After getting information
that this university was ranked number four in Indonesia, I considered this ranking as
an important factor when making my decision.”
Students’ perceptions of a university’s reputation were also associated with the
chance to be accepted at a targeted university. In discussing that situation, one
respondent said, “Many students want to study at the public university, and therefore
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to enrol in such institution was a very competitive process.” In addition, students
connected the university reputation with other indicators, including financial
measures (such as tuition fees) and the type of university. One stated, “This public
university has a good reputation with cheaper tuition fees than a private university,
therefore I chose this university.”
Eleven students perceived that university reputation relied upon university
achievement as an indicator, and it became an important consideration when making
a decision to apply to a university. Several students commented that university
achievement can be judged from the entry-requirement level, lecturer capability and
learning process used.

3.8.2.1.3 Proximity
Students in this study revealed that the importance of proximity on their choice of
university was related to other indicators such as closeness with their family, feelings
of security and cost saving. The proximity of the university campus to home was an
important factor for 70% of the respondents. Not surprisingly, this factor was of
highest importance to those students who lived in or close to a public university.
Participants in this study indicated that going to a nearby university allowed them to
more easily maintain family ties. The common reason was they want to stay near
their family so that they could make contact with and visit their family frequently. A
respondent commented, “The distance is not too far from the region where I came
from, so it allows me to go home on weekends.” Another mentioned, “Fortunately, I
came from the district near the university, so I just keep close to my hometown and
am still able to contact my parents.”
Eight respondents also considered that living close to the university may make going
to college easier; for example, one respondent commented, “If the university is near
my house, I will rarely be late to lectures.”
A number of others also felt more secure when they were not too far away from their
family residence. This thought related to the issue ‘close to my family’. An example
of the comment was, “It’s only a short distance to my house; I could go home if
something unexpected happens to my family.”
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Six students also included ‘parental advice and opinions’, as factors, as mentioned in
one respondent’s comment; “My parents did not give permission for me to continue
studying out of the province where I live.” Other comments included, “My parents
did not allow me to study far away from them.”
The students considered accommodation and food expenses as a significant factor in
the choice process of the location of university. The location of the university was
likely to be especially significant for students, since there were many financial
benefits associated with living at home during study, such as saving on rent, food,
utilities and travel and taking advantage of cheaper tuition at a local public
university. The important issue was that they were ‘able to live at home’ and could
‘save the money for rent and food’. It encouraged students to consider choosing a
university close to home. One student commented, “I do not need to spend extra
money for rent or pay for food because I stay with my parents.” The results suggest
that due to the distance cost, students who live in close proximity to a university
would apply to that one rather than a more prestigious university farther away.
In contrast, one respondent who chose to study in another region to develop selfconfidence to be able to live independently, commented, “the farther away from
home, the more challenging for me, so I can practice being independent, have a sense
of responsibility and become mature.”

3.8.2.1.4 Job Prospects
One of the important reasons for participating in higher education was the desire to
acquire a higher qualification for a specific job or career. Other motives, such as ‘to
increase earnings’ or ‘to get a prestige job’ were considered important by nine
respondents. There was a strong belief among students that they expected to ‘better
themselves’ by going into higher education. They mentioned that it would not just
lead to a better job, but a better-paid occupation and wider choice of jobs. As one
student mentioned, “The main purpose for studying at a university is to get a job in
the future.” Others mentioned, “This University has graduated successful graduates
who have earned prestige jobs.”
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Even though many students were still vague about their career or job plan after
graduation, they appeared to be realistic about how ‘good’ a job they might get in the
short term. There was an overwhelming view that higher education was a necessary
vehicle to a better-paid and more secure job through obtaining more qualifications.
One student mentioned, “By studying in this qualified university, the future is
guaranteed.”
One respondent perceived that going to this university was related to their interest in
studying a particular subject and their desire to acquire a higher qualification for a
specific career. In explaining that situation, the respondent said, “The job prospects
of this course are good. I am very interested in my programs.”
Three other students explored the issue of the opportunity to get a job after
graduating from a public, as opposed to a private, university. They perceived that by
studying at a public university, they had higher chance to get a better job than by
attending a private university, as respondents’ comments, “Typically, the jobrecruitment market will consider graduates from a public university compared to
private universities.” Another respondent stated, “Usually, graduates from public
universities find it easier to get a job. This is acknowledged in Indonesian society.”

3.8.2.1.5 Parents
Parents seemed to be the main influence in students’ choice of a university.
Respondents did not differentiate their responses regarding their father’s versus their
mother’s influence. Interestingly, most respondents mentioning parental influence
claimed that both their father and mother were equally influential in the family, in
terms of the decisions to study at a particular university.
Five respondents mentioned that their parents had convinced them, since their
childhood, that they should choose a university near their hometown rather than in
other regions. As some students were the first child in the family, or the only
daughter in their family, going to a local university was important. For example, one
student commented, “Since I am the only child in the family, therefore my parents
asked me not to study far away from our city.”
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In this sense, their parents required them to study close to their home to make it
easier to monitor and to help them if necessary. This thought made the students
reluctant to choose another university outside their hometown or their city, as they
perceived the parents would have not supported their decision.
All respondents were financially dependent on their parents. Financial support was
the most frequently mentioned parental influence and was directly related to the
decision to study at a university, choice of city, and, in some cases, choice of
academic course. Some students expressed this view by saying that they followed
their parents’ suggestions because their parents were the only financial sponsors of
their study. The data showed that expectations from parents had a stronger impact on
choice of university when students were financially dependent on their parents. One
student commented, “On any condition, the source of funding for my education
comes from my parents.”
Parental influence extended far beyond financial matters. This type of influence was
related to the parents’ encouragement, which in turn, was based on the parents’ own
previous experiences. Students mentioned that their parents were able to relate their
own personal experiences to influence them regarding educational aspirations.
According to the students, parents used their own personal experiences as a way of
suggesting a better life. Sometimes parents used their poor condition to encourage
their children to see beyond their own reality; that is, to view higher education as a
vehicle to create a more positive future. In discussing that situation, one respondent
mentioned, “I chose this university in order to continue the obsession of my parents
who did not have chance to enrol at a public university.”
For many students, their parents’ experiences became stories of empowerment and
motivation. They stated that because of their parents they can now reach this point.
The power of parents’ experiences as an influential tool in the development of
educational aspirations was illustrated in the responses of two participants. One
mentioned, “My parents’ suggestion was quite important, since it motivated me to
succeed in my studies.” Another commented, “With the support from my parents for
furthering study at a public university, it will simplify my journey during my
studies.”
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Many respondents reported that they were pressured by their parents’ expectations
prior to their final decision to study at a university. Most of the students commented
that parents’ expectation had a great impact on their decision to study at a particular
university. However, in making their choice, they considered their parents’ wishes to
satisfy their expectations. One of those students said, “By studying at the university
which my parents wanted, it made them happy and gave them pride.”

3.8.2.1.6 Quality
The perceived quality of specific aspects of a university was considered important
for 17 students. Perceived quality reflects teaching quality as well as the lecturer’s
experiences. One of those 17 respondents commented, “University quality is also
determined by their academic staffs. They have a significant role in delivering
lectures and transferring the knowledge effectively.”
Ten students also perceived that academic quality was related to the quality of
graduates produced. One participant mentioned, “In my opinion, public universities
have an excellent education quality since they produce highly qualified graduates.”
Another stated, “Public universities have an excellent education quality. It was
proven by a number of graduates who have succeeded and acquired prestigious jobs
in the labour market.”

3.8.2.1.7 Friends
A number of positive influences on higher-education decisions were apparent from
the discussions among the students. These often centred on the people with whom
they had day-to-day contact in the home or school environments, such as friends,
peers and other people around them. Surprisingly, in this research, many respondents
mentioned that the influence of friends became more important than that of relatives
or other family members. Students were aware that relatives or other family members
may have a role in the decision-making group, which go beyond their influence as a
source of information; however, students also relied on their friends to make a
decision. When students perceived their friends could provide much more
information than relatives or other family members did, or when the students could
not obtain enough information as well as support from their relatives or other family
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members, the influence of friends seemed stronger in supporting the student’s
decision.
The results from this research found that friends’ influence can be classified as
persuasion or support, competition, and information. As an example of friends’
support, one student commented, “There was support from my friends to continue
my study in Java.”
Other students perceived that friendship is an important thing in their life, and they
did not want to separate from their friends, as a respondent’s comment, “I did not
want to leave my friends.”
Interestingly, from some respondents’ points of view, competition among peer group
of similar level to themselves produced significant influence on their study choices.
The comment was expressed as follows, “In my view, having a lot of friends who
intended to study at this university, would make competition for entry in this
university more challenging.”
One student mentioned, when the idea of studying at a particular university arose,
that they were persuaded by their friends: “I believed my friends because they were
able to provide trusted information for me in selecting this university.”

3.8.2.1.8 Psychological
Other reasons for wanting to go into higher education related to students’ personal
aspects and personal orientation and preference, such as self-motivation, interest,
more independence from their family and self-prestige. Generally, these personal
aspects had arisen long before they made the decision to pursue a further education.
The reasons frequently mentioned were in regard to their self-motivation or their
own intrinsic factors. In the words of one student, “I selected this university because
my own motivation continually strengthens me to study at this university.” One of
the respondents gave the reason to pursue higher education as being increased
personal autonomy: “With the strong motivation that I have, I believe that I can plan
and study well.”
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Interestingly, one reason to choose a public university in a different city was revealed
by a student who wanted to be more independent. This student said, “Being away
from my parents would equip me to learn to be independent in all aspects.”
Personal orientation means the student’s natural interest is in a particular discipline.
In this vein, students would show more aptitude for this discipline than others. Two
participants perceived that their self- interest had played a role in enhancing their
confidence when choosing a particular university. This related to the suitability of the
course they were already interested in, as one student commented, “I knew there
were three public universities in the city I reside in. However, only one university
provides a course that fits with my interests, thus, I chose this university.”
Another student mentioned:
“In my opinion, interests and talents were key success of students in their
study at this university. If we chose inappropriate courses (not appropriate
with the interest and talent) from the beginning, we will not be able to
succeed in this course.”
On the other hand, several respondents mentioned ‘prestige’ as one reason behind
their selection of a particular institution. This related to ‘competition’ issues among
family members. In some sense, these respondents agreed that in their family, it was
understood they would study at a prestigious public university, as other family
members had. Some students reported that other family members, in particular
siblings or cousins provided the main driver for them to study at a public university,
and there family members encouraged them. One student commented, “In my view,
this involved both individual and family prestige if I could enrol in a prestigious
public university.”
A respondent commented that they decided to study at a public university because of
their parents. Specifically, students did not want their parents to underestimate them
by comparing them to other relatives who had studied at a public university. In this
vein, they were encouraged to study at a public university to fulfil their family’s
expectations and their own pride. For example, one student commented, “Many of
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my relatives attended the elite university, so I feel ashamed if I cannot enrol at an
elite university as well.”

3.8.2.1.9 Facilities
For some respondents, facilities could be one essential factor to attract them to
pursue a higher education. These students related the university facilities to learning
and teaching facilities, especially library facilities and the, availability of a computer
laboratory. Most of the students believed that the university facilities would
significantly influence their learning process and their success in achieving their
degree. One interesting comment was, “With a comprehensive educational facility,
[the university] can support students for learning optimally.” Another student listed
the critical facilities, saying, “The facilities being provided, such as library,
laboratory, WIFI, and so on facilitate students in the learning process.”

3.8.2.1.10 Campus Environment
Campus environment, location and university’s surroundings or atmosphere were
important criteria among 11 respondents when deciding on a particular institution.
One student mentioned that the entertainment activities were rated being important
when choosing a university. Social life at university, social life nearby and friendly
atmosphere were some considerations in selecting a university. Within these criteria,
respondents placed heavy emphasis on ‘feeling comfort’ with the campus
surroundings while studying. The following comment is representative of students’
descriptions of this reason: “The comfort of campus environment could also affect
the process of teaching and learning in universities.” Another mentioned:
“For my family, they allowed me to study in this university with the hope
that I will adjust to the environmental surroundings. Whether the
environment surrounding is good or not it will have a great impact on
me.”
One respondent provided an interesting comment regarding the campus environment
and the period of their study. The respondent said, “The important thing is comfort
and safety, because I will study in this university for a long time.” Another student
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was excited with the new atmosphere that they would find at the university they
selected.

3.8.2.1.11 Other Factors
While these results matched categories previously found in the literature, respondents
in this study also mentioned other factors that influenced them to choose a university:
Accreditation. About 10 respondents mentioned factors that can be classified as
accreditation. The students mentioned that to get a proper job after graduation,
they should graduate from an accredited university; therefore the students were
reluctant to enrol at private universities, which were more expensive and did not
guaranteed a job easily. Six students considered accreditation to be related to
university ranking. Two others stated that a university’s accreditation reflected its
quality. Two other students perceived that they would be proud if they got into an
accredited university.

Suitability of the courses. Five respondents mentioned that they were willing to
study at a university that matched their interests and preferences. Two other
respondents also mentioned that they wanted to get the deeper knowledge of their
area of interest aligned with their ability. Two others noted that the study program
they wanted was only available at that university.

Competition. For highly qualified students, the front page of the rankings may
essentially serve as a potential list of universities to consider. Respondents
commented that the higher the level of competition, the more they were
challenged. They mentioned that such competition gave them a special challenge,
especially if they could pass the entry exam and be accepted in the university they
wanted. For example, one student commented
“For admission into public universities, it has to go through a very
tight competition, especially in academic ability. Thus, the students who
are accepted usually have a higher academic ability than others (more
intelligent).”
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A student also thought that the higher the competition, the more prestigious the
universities. Therefore, it became a special motivation for them to fight for this
opportunity.

Family members other than parents. Suggestions from any family member and
relatives especially those who used to study or were currently studying at the
university was mentioned as one of the influencing factors. A respondent
mentioned that family recommendations become a strong motivation for them.
Another respondent commented that due to their sibling having studied at the
university and currently holding a prestigious job with a good salary, the student
chose to enrol at the same university.
High-school teacher’s influence. One respondent mentioned that according to
their high school teacher, public universities in Indonesia were well known as
better than private ones and more affordable in terms of cost. Another respondent
perceived that their teacher in high-school knew what choice was the best for
them. Another participant had been convinced by their high-school teachers that
the university selected was of good quality.
Alumni. One respondent mentioned that one of the reasons they chose to study at
the university was because the university had good alumni networking. Other
respondents stated that alumni gave them strong encouragement to study at the
university. In explaining that situation, respondents gave two different views. One
mentioned, “Knowing that many alumni from this university were wealthy, it
becomes a special motivation for me to choose this university.” Another student
stated:
“For me, the most important thing is whether the alumni could obtain a
job or not. Finding a job, earning money, and how other people
appreciate this (prestige) were also important for me.”

One respondent commented that the university had a prestigious name in their
high school institution, and thus the seniors were encouraged to study there.
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Interaction. A respondent mentioned that they consider enrolling at the university
because their friends also chose the same university. The student indicated that
they would feel secure with the social interaction at the university if their friends
were there. The participants who originated from other regions gave interesting
comments related to the new experiences they would have in the as place. One
commented, “It was a challenge for me to know the social-interaction system in
other regions.”
Scholarships. Only three respondents mentioned scholarship as an important
factor, even though costs were cited as the most important factor for almost all
respondents in this study. One stated that a high GPA would mean a, fee waiver.
Two other students who considered scholarships as one of the very important
factors commented similarly. One said, “The university provide a lot of
scholarship, so that students have more chance to obtain them. A scholarship
could help both students who have good academic achievement and those who do
not.”

Variety of courses offered. The number of faculties and the variety of courses
offered was also one of the students’ considerations when selecting a university.
A respondent mentioned that their primary concern when deciding to study at the
university was whether the university provided many faculties as well as the
courses variety, so that they could choose the best for them. Similarly, several
respondents mentioned that, if the university offered numerous faculties and
courses, it would give them opportunities to compare and choose the suitable
courses for them.

Safety. Two respondents perceived that safety was a very important factor for
them when deciding to study at a university. ‘Crime rates’ were perceived
differently among participants. One city university had emphasised its low crime
rate in its latest publicity materials; two participants scored this as an important
factor. For example, one participant mentioned that the university environment
was quite safe and the crimes rarely happened. In addition to a number of factors
influencing them to study in a university, others made interesting comments
associated with social interaction,
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“In my opinion, the university is located in a safe city without much
conflict and is safe for student’s social interaction; therefore, it would
influence student psychological well-being.”
The respondent mentioned that this was one of the reasons they were willing to
choose this university.
Promotional media. Students also considered the influence of promotional media
when selecting a university. Students were influenced by the promotional items
published by the university such as leaflets or brochures, newspaper coverage, and
the university’s internet presence. One participant stated, “I choose this university
because of the influence of the promotional media, so that I can find the quality of
each university in this country. Though there were other reasons to select the
university, this student thought that media could convince them to enrol at the
university.
Easy to continue postgraduate study overseas. A respondent mentioned that they
chose their university because they thought that studying in public universities
made it easier to pursue a postgraduate program overseas, especially the courses
needed in the current job market.
Community perceptions. A respondent mentioned that before selecting a
university, they also considered others’ perceptions. Similar to the theory of
consumer behaviour decision-making process, students in this study also tended to
search for information from others before making a decision. For those reasons,
they chose this university because they considered the perceptions of the
community. The respondent said, “It is commonly known among Indonesians that
the public universities are better than private universities.”
God. One attitude that arose in the qualitative questionnaire, and which is not
common in the literatures, was the ‘God’ factor. A respondent mentioned that
though there was another reason to select the university, they still need to be
convinced by God. This comment was expressed in this way: “I was hesitant in
my decision, but after receiving God’s directions, I became convinced.”
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Luck. Interestingly, another factor arose in this study that has not been mentioned
in the previous literature: ‘luck’. The student who mentioned this factor explained,
“Since I was not accepted in any other public universities, I tried to enrol at this
university and I was accepted. I thought it was my luck.”

3.8.2.2

Student Choice Criteria: Comparisons of the Importance Level of
Choice Criteria

The findings below involved comparisons of the importance level of evaluative
criteria, that is, relative priority that students in this study placed on the criteria they
used in selecting a public university. The purpose was to examine any differences in
the way in which students in Java and Sumatra considered and evaluated universities.
The research also examined differences in students’ choice criteria between those in
autonomous in both Java and Sumatra. These search criteria were organised in order
of decreasing frequency and were reported for each region group first, and then for
the autonomous and non-autonomous university group.

3.8.2.2.1 Students Choice Criteria in Different Regions
The first comparisons involved differences in search criteria that were divided by
region. As mentioned above, 24 students were selected from universities in Java and
24 from those in Sumatra.
In general, there was a slight difference between the importance levels placed on
choice criteria by the students from each region. Cost (23), reputation (14), proximity
(14), quality (14) and, job prospects (10) were the five most importance choice
criteria for Javanese students. The next five, in descending order of frequency
included psychological factors (10), parents (9), friends (8), facilities (7) and campus
environment (7). The students, in Sumatra considered reputation (22), proximity
(19), cost (17), job prospects (10) and, parents (9) as the five most importance choice
criteria. The next five, in order, were friends (7), accreditation (6), high-school
teacher’s influence (5), facilities (4), and competition (4). These criteria had ratings
that fell between very important and somewhat important. While in each instance
where differences between Javanese and Sumatra’s learners were found, the Javanese
students rated the criterion as more important than did the Sumatra’s students, list of
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the most important choice criteria for each group do show some differences (Table
3.13).
A comparison of how Javanese and Sumatran students ranked choice criteria shows
that Javanese students considered most of the 25 criteria investigated to be more
important than the Sumatran students did. The criteria ‘job prospects’ and ‘the
influence of parents’ were rated as having the same level of importance for both
Javanese and Sumatran students. However, Sumatran students rated ‘reputation’,
‘proximity’, ‘accreditation’, ‘competition’ and ‘influence of high school teacher’ as
more important than did Javanese students.
Table 3.13 List of Themes by Region
No.
1.

2.

Themes
Cost

Reputation

3.

Proximity

4.
5.
6.

Job prospects
Parents
Quality

7.

Friends

8.

Psychological
factors

9. Facilities
10. Campus
environment
11. Accreditation
12. Course suitability
13. Competition
14. Family
15. High-school teacher
16. Alumni

Sub-themes
Tuition fee
Cost of study
Cost of living
Cost
University reputation
University type/status
University ranking
University achievement
Proximity
Location

Academic quality
Lecturers’ experiences
Friends
Other suggestions
Self-motivation
Interest
Independent
Prestige
New challenge
Campus environment
Atmosphere

Relatives
Family

Region
Sumatra

Overall

Total

40

40

23

17

36

36

14

22

33

33

14

19

20
18

20
18

10
9

10
9

17

17

14

3

15

15

8

7

13

13

10

3

11

11

7

4

11

11

7

4

10
9
7

10
9
7

4
6
3

6
3
4

7

7

5

2

6
5

6
5

1
4

5
1

Java
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Table 3.14 List of Themes by Region (Continued)
No.

Themes

17. Interaction
18. Scholarships
19. Variety of courses
offered

Sub-themes

Region
Java
Sumatra

Overall

Total

4

4

3

1

3

3

2

1

3

3

2

1

2
2

2
2

2
2

0
0

1

1

1

0

1

1

1

0

1
1

1
1

1
1

0
0

Interaction
Adaptation
Study program
variation
The number of faculties

20. Safety
21. Promotional media
22. Easy to continue
postgraduate study
overseas
23. Community
perceptions
24. God
25. Luck

As shown in Table 3.13, differences were found between Javanese and Sumatran
students on six of the 25 factors. Javanese students more often identified ‘cost’,
‘quality’, and, ‘psychological factors’ as reasons to enrol in college. Conversely,
Sumatran students more frequently gave ‘reputation’, ‘proximity’, and ‘influence of
high-school teacher’ as reasons for their choices. The most common ‘quality’
responses provided by Javanese students included ‘academic quality’, and ‘lecturer
experiences’. While Javanese students placed a higher level of importance on
financial issues, Sumatran students placed this issue third importance after the
reputation of the university and distance from home. These financial issues included
the specific attributes of tuition costs, cost of study, and living costs. However, the
number of students in both groups who mentioned the factors (40 out of 48 students)
shows that this is an important criterion.
One additional interesting finding was that, Javanese students ranked the level of
importance for 18 criteria (out of a total of 25 identified in this study) higher than did
the Sumatran students. These 18 themes included ‘cost’, ‘quality’, ‘influence of
friends’, ‘psychological factors’, ‘facilities’, ‘campus environment’, ‘course
suitability’, ‘family influences’, ‘alumni’, ‘interaction’, ‘scholarship’, ‘variety of
courses offered’, ‘safety’, ‘promotion’, ‘easy to continue postgraduate study
overseas’, ‘community perception’, ‘God’ and ‘luck’.
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3.8.2.2.2 Students’ Choice Criteria in Autonomous and Non-autonomous
Public Universities
The second comparison examined the differences in search criteria divided by the
university status: autonomous versus non-autonomous public universities. As
mentioned earlier, 22 students were chosen from autonomous public universities and
26 students were chosen from non-autonomous public universities: the universities
were located in both Java and Sumatra. The total number of themes most frequently
mentioned by the respondents was analysed by using thematic analysis and reported
as importance levels for each of these criteria. These results are summarised in Table
3.14.
Table 3.15 List of Themes by for Autonomous versus Non-Autonomous
Universities
Status
No.
Themes
Sub-themes
Overall Total
NonAutonomous
Autonomous
1. Cost
Tuition fees
23
7
16
Cost of study
40
Cost of living
17
13
4
Cost
2. Reputation
University reputation
14
6
8
University type/status
36
University ranking
22
13
9
University achievement
3. Proximity
Proximity
14
6
8
33
Location
19
14
5
4. Job prospects
10
4
6
20
10
9
1
5. Parents
9
2
7
18
9
5
4
6. Quality
Academic quality
14
1
13
17
Lecturer experiences
3
3
0
7. Friends
Friends
8
2
6
15
Other suggestions
7
2
5
8. Psychological
Self-motivation
10
4
6
Interest
aspects
Independence
13
3
2
1
Prestige
New challenge
9. Facilities
7
1
6
11
4
1
3
10. Campus
Campus environment
7
2
5
11
Atmosphere
environment
4
4
0
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Table 3.14. List of Themes for Autonomous versus Non-Autonomous Universities
(Continued)
Status
No.
Themes
Sub-themes
Overall Total
NonAutonomous
Autonomous
11. Accreditation
4
3
1
10
6
2
4
6
3
3
12. Course
9
suitability
3
1
2
13. Competition
3
1
2
7
4
4
0
14. Family
Relatives
5
2
3
7
Family
2
1
1
15. High-school
1
1
1
6
teacher
5
2
3
16. Alumni
4
1
3
5
1
0
1
17. Interaction
Interaction
3
2
1
4
Adaptation
1
0
1
18. Scholarships
2
0
2
3
1
1
0
19. Variety of the
Study-program
2
0
2
variations
course offered
3
The number of
1
0
1
faculties
20. Safety
2
0
2
2
0
0
0
21. Promotional
2
0
2
2
media
0
0
0
22. Easy to
1
1
0
continue
1
0
0
0
postgraduate
study overseas
23. Community
1
0
1
1
perceptions
0
0
0
24. God
1
0
1
1
0
0
0
25. Luck
1
0
1
1
0
0
0
The comparisons of choice-criteria importance show that students from nonautonomous public universities considered most of the 25 criteria investigated to be
more important than did students from autonomous public universities. However,
students from autonomous public universities rated ‘reputation’, ‘proximity’, ‘job
prospects’, ‘campus environment’, ‘competition’ and ‘easy to continue postgraduate
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study overseas’ as more important than did students from non-autonomous public
universities.
Several differences in the important ratings of choice criteria between students at
autonomous and non-autonomous public universities were found. As shown in Table
3, there were differences between the two student groups’ ratings on six of the 25
criteria. Differences were found in ratings of ‘quality’, ‘proximity’, ‘friends
influences’, ‘facilities’ and ‘job prospects’. Autonomous public university students
more often identified ‘proximity’ and ‘job prospects’ as reasons to enrol in college.
Conversely, students at non-autonomous public universities identified ‘quality’,
‘friends’ influence’, ‘facilities’, and ‘parents’ more frequently. The most common
‘cost’ responses provided by students from both autonomous and non-autonomous
public universities included ‘tuition fees’, ‘cost of study’, and ‘cost of living’. While
students from autonomous public universities placed a higher level of importance on
the distance from home or proximity than cost (20 out of 22 students), students from
non-autonomous public universities placed this issue third important after cost and
the reputation of the university. These differences indicate that students from
autonomous universities are more concerned with financial matters and issues
associated with it, while students from non-autonomous universities place more
emphasis on institutional factors.

3.8.2.3

Influential People in the Participants’ Decision-Making Process

This section provides the results regarding the people who influence students’ choice
of university. A range of people influenced the participants to study at the university
they chose, and each played different roles, as summarised in Table 3.15.
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Table 3.16 Influential People in the Participants’ Decision-Making Process and the
Role they Played
Role

Influential People

Source of
Role Decision
Motivator Advisor
Funding
Model Maker

Study in
at the Information Total
Same
Source
university

Parents and
family

42

2

1

1

0

0

1

47

Friends,
peers,
boyfriend,
community

0

8

0

1

0

21

5

35

Teacher

0

6

3

0

0

0

18

26

Myself

0

0

0

0

9

0

1

10

Promotional
media

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

4

Senior

0

0

0

1

0

1

1

3

The majority of respondents mentioned that parents and family (47) were the people
with strongest influence on their choice of university. Students also mentioned that
the roles that their parents and family played were mostly as sources of funding,
along with motivator, advisor and role model.
The second strongest influence was friends, including peers, boyfriend and
community (35). Predominantly, the students were encouraged to choose a university
by their friends who also chose to study there. Some others mentioned that their
friends became their motivator as well as an information source when selecting a
university.
Students also mentioned teachers at high schools (26) as the influential people in
their decision. These people largely played a role as an information sources, in
addition to acting as a motivator and an advisor.
Interestingly, students also mentioned themselves (10) as the decision-maker in
choosing a university. The students were confident with the selected university, as
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they were the ones who had made the final decision and were responsible for their
choice of university.
Promotional media was one of the influential sources of information for four students
when selecting a university.
Seniors in high school who had moved on to study at a given university also
influenced students to select it. Seniors were listed by three students as a role model,
information sources and friend who studied at the same university they ended up
choosing.
When respondents were asked about the person who made the final university
selection (Question 5 in the questionnaire), the majority (94%, or 45) mentioned that
the final decision was their own. One participant (2%) mentioned that the final
decision was a compromise between parents and themselves. Two others (4%)
mentioned that the decision was made by their older siblings.
The last question in the questionnaire (Question 6) related to how participants felt
after making their decision. This question was asked to confirm previous questions
regarding the involvement of other people in participants’ decision-making process.
Generally, participants were satisfied with their decision to select the university since
the decision was made by their own, as the following participant comment indicates,
“Since the decision was made by me, I am glad and I would take responsibility for
that.” Others were delighted and grateful when their decision was supported by their
family, as they had wished. Selected comments in the questionnaire included, “I felt
satisfied and very confident with the decision I made. It was my own decision
supported by people around me.” Another student mentioned, “I was contented with
the decision because the faculty and the courses that I selected were jointly made by
me and my parents.” Another respondent was also pleased with the decision made by
their family member, commenting, “I was very happy with my family’s decision to
allow me to study at this university.”
The next section will explain the results focus-group discussions with the same
cohort of students, to explore the process those students followed in their decision to
study at a particular Indonesian public university.
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3.8.3

Results from Focus-Group Discussions

A major purpose of focus-group discussions was to gain understanding of the
university-choice process. The discussions sought information about four major
aspects of the choice process: the general decision-making process; sources of
information about universities used by students; influential people in the choice
process; and other comments about choosing a university. Seven questions under
those four main themes were asked including how the students and/or their family
chose this university; when the decision to attend university, particularly, the current
university was made; where and when the students got information about the
university they had selected; the most useful source of information used by students;
the people with the most influence on their decision; the person who made the final
decision for the student to study at this university; the reasons for the final decision;
and other relevant comments about choosing a university.

3.8.3.1

Decision-Making Process in General

According to the focus-group discussions, students made different choices prior to
select a particular university. The chronological order of these processes varied
among students. A number of respondents could not indicate which had been the first
choice in their process or which the most important one was. Some students choose
the university before choosing an academic course, while others chose the academic
course before making a choice about the university. However, for the majority of the
students, the choices process followed the same order.
Students’ choice processes focussed on four stages. First, students had an intention to
study at the university. The majority of participants stated that they and their parents
wanted and expected them to earn at least a bachelor's degree. A few students said
they had to make a choice between work and university. In this stage, students
considered their academic ability and their family’s socioeconomic status. Second,
students sought information from a variety sources regarding possible universities. A
number of prospective universities were listed and information about those
universities was collected. Some students said that their parents allowed them to
choose universities across Indonesia. Several students also reported that they
alternatives in case they were not accepted by their first-choice university. Third, the
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students conducted a selection process after they had a list of university preferences.
At this stage, students conducted discussions with influential people such as parents,
siblings and friends. The discussions were intended to shape and limited their
university preference. Several choice criteria were revealed during the discussions.
Students narrowed down their choice and went through a process of excluding some
institutions from the prospective list. Fourth, students made final decision to attend a
particular university. This stage was usually made after all criteria they had set were
met. Students made a large number of statements about this final stage since there are
numerous choice criteria involved. Factors associated with financial reasons were
more influential than university reputation and job prospects. Proximity and parents
were other factors frequently mentioned by the students. At this choice stage,
students were making the final decision based on the remaining universities available
from their lists of prospects.
Two interesting issues arose from the results of the focus-group discussions. First,
some of the choice criteria that were mentioned as influencing participants’ stage in
their decision process were also mentioned as influencing their university-selection
process. Examples of these factors included recommendations from parents and
family, reputation of the university, and to home. Second, the participants mentioned
some items as both choice criteria and sources of information. Some of these factors
included recommendations from parents, family and friends’, and university
promotional material (e.g. university prospectus, catalogue, and websites).
Most students said they had either always planned to attend university or thought
about it, or came to this decision during high school. The majority of participants
said that their plan was set when they reached the final year of their high- school
study, during which they were quite sure about their focus of study as well as their
intention to continue studying. Few said that the decision was made during their
sophomore years in high school. Students reported that they had planned on
attending university, but some of them did not know what major and which the best
university was for them. Those students usually said that they made some changes
after high-school graduation or when enrolment was nearly closed. The discussion
results suggested that students who plan early for university are less likely to change
their preference than students whose university-attendance decisions are made later
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in or even after high school. Of particular interest were the findings that some of the
participants said they had always planned to attend college but decided to attend the
particular university only after high school graduation, and few said they applied
only to the university they currently attended.

3.8.3.2

Information Search

Students indicated that information about universities was communicated to
prospective students through many channels. They said that since they already had a
list of prospective universities, they sought further information regarding the
university in which they were most interested. All the students were intensively
engaged in university-search activities. Students mentioned using a variety of
information resources to learn about the university. Generally they reported using
more than one resource. Information from parents, siblings and students themselves
were the resources they used most. High-school teachers and counsellors, senior
students, and peers also supplied information. Students also mentioned attending
advising sessions while still in high school as the time when they got information.
University websites also served as important sources of information. According to
students, searching and browsing web sites was a convenient way for them to
overcome limitations of time, distance and money in their information search.
University publications (prospectus and brochures) and personal contacts comprise
the other types of resources on which students relied. However, not all participants
engaged in extensive search activities such as visiting multiple campuses. Students
did not report using mass media such as newspapers, television, and radio to learn
about the university.
When commenting on the usefulness of the source information, nearly all
participants said that the information supplied by their parents, siblings and relatives
served as the most useful source. The information provided by those people was
believed as reliable because they had a close relationship to the students. Most of the
participants agreed that information supplied by people was more trustworthy than
that from other sources such as university, documents and mass media. If the
information provided by those closest to the student were not sufficient, they turned
to others who could provide such information. In such instances, friends, high-school
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teachers and counsellors, and senior students could be other suppliers of the
information they needed by the student.

3.8.3.3

Influential People in University Selection and the Final Decision

The students in the focus groups were asked to indicate who the most influential
people had been on their decision to choose their university. Nearly all mentioned
parents, including both father and mother, as the people with the most influence their
decision. This answer also confirmed the results of the individual questionnaires.
Several mentioned that siblings who already attended their university and friends had
influenced their decision. The influence of friends specifically from high school,
were as companions: since the university environment was new for them, they felt
more secure if their friends attended the same university. A few students also said
they had been influenced by their high school’s teachers when they had participated
in counselling and advising sessions regarding the suitability of their university
preference to their academic performance. The students mentioned that advices and
assistance from their high-school’s teachers’ were believable, since the teachers were
regarded as experts.
The students were then asked to specify the person who made the final decision for
them to study at the university and whether their decision to attend was primarily
theirs, or a joint decision. Nearly all participants said that the final decision to attend
the university was theirs after sufficient discussion between them and their parents.
Several mentioned that their siblings were also involved in the discussion. Further,
they said that they were confident when the decision was supported by all family
members, particularly their parents.
Students indicated that they made the final decision because they believed that they
were responsible and would face the consequences. A number of students noted that
their parents treated them as mature enough to make their own decision. Based on
the discussions, it seems students confident on their decision since they had already
considered the opinions of influential people. Students also indicated that they
themselves made the final decision, since their parents were convinced that their
sons’ or daughters’ decision to attend the university was a good one.
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3.8.3.4

Other Comments Regarding Choosing a University

When students were asked about other comments they would like to raise about
choosing a university, they were very vocal about their expectations. They indicated
that the university should be involved more in promotional activities by visiting in
each high school and sending trusted people such as graduates from those high
schools who were now students at the university, or people from faculties in the
university. Respondents indicated that those people were more trusted as information
than promotional material produced by the university.
Nearly all participants said that they did not receive accurate information about the
university, or, worse, they misinterpreted the information they did receive. Therefore,
participants suggested that they should be given more information directly from
university representatives about the nature of courses that are available, what
facilities the university had, what job prospects could be expected after graduation,
what cost they could expect to pay and anything else regarding the university profile.
The feedback from focus-group discussions complemented the earlier individual
questionnaire results, providing a deeper understanding of the important issues
regarding students’ choice criteria for selecting a university. Further elaboration of
the preliminary findings will continue in Chapter 5, where all important choice
criteria are discussed.

3.9

Summary

This chapter provided the findings of the qualitative study after justifying the
exploratory method, sampling plan, data collection methods, instrumentation, data
analysis and ethical considerations for the qualitative phase. The choice of qualitative
methodology was addressed to answer the research question regarding the factors
that influence students in choosing a university.
The results of this preliminary study were obtained from both a qualitative
questionnaire and focus-group discussions with the same cohort of 48 first-year
undergraduate students in the five public universities in Java and Sumatra, Indonesia.
Initially, the qualitative questionnaire found 37 factors considered by Indonesian
students when selecting an Indonesian public university. Similar factors were then
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placed under one category, which ultimately resulted in 25 factors. The significant
findings of this preliminary study indicate that cost, reputation, proximity, job
prospects, and parent’s influence were the five most importance choice criteria for
Indonesian students. The next five factors, in order, were academic quality, friends,
psychological aspects (pre-selected motive), facilities and campus environment.
Besides those 10 important factors, the students mentioned other factors such as
accreditation, suitability of the course, competition, family, high-school teacher’s
influence, alumni, interaction, scholarships, variety of courses offered, safety,
promotional material, easy to continue postgraduate study overseas, community
perceptions, God and luck.
The important findings from five-focus group discussions provided rich information
about the process the students followed in their decision to study at a particular
Indonesian public university. Students’ choice process took place over four stages:
(1) intending to study at the university; (2) information from a variety sources
regarding the possible university; (3) narrowing their possible choices; and (4)
making their final choice of university. The decision to attend a university had
generally been made during high school. Information supplied by parents, siblings
and relatives served as the most useful source. Parents and family, friends (including
peers, boyfriend and community), teachers, promotional material and others
(including senior students from their high school, current students at the university
and alumni), were influential people that sharpened students’ choice of university.
The roles that those influential people played source of funding, motivator
(encourager), advisor, role model, decision-maker, siblings/friends studying in the
same university and, friends in general. Although many people and factors
influenced the process, the final choice of university was by the students themselves.
These preliminary qualitative study findings provided an understanding of students’
choice criteria, and guided the structuring of the subsequent main study regarding
questionnaire development. The next chapter presents the quantitative research
methodology and findings. Chapter Five then presents the discussions of the
qualitative and the quantitative findings.
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CHAPTER 4. QUANTITATIVE METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS: MAIN
SURVEY

4.1

Introduction

The previous chapters described and reviewed the relevant literature to provide an
overview of the main issues related to the factors influencing choice of university.
This was followed by the qualitative methodology used in the current study and the
findings from the qualitative phase, these findings led to the development of the
subsequent quantitative study.
This chapter aims to present the design and methods employed in the quantitative
study, followed by an analysis of the empirical data. It describes the quantitative
research strategy and approach as the most appropriate method, given the aims and
nature of the research. This is followed by a presentation of the results of the
quantitative data collection examined through conjoint analysis.
This chapter contains a number of major sections. Section 4.2 outlines the
justification for adopting an explanatory research method. Section 4.3 describes the
justification for employing conjoint analysis. Section 4.4 describes the sampling plan
used in this research. Section 4.5 explains the data-collection process. Section 4.6
explains the data collection method chosen for this research. Section 4.7 describes
the ethical considerations adhered to in the process of gathering data. Section 4.8
presents the pilot study method and findings. Section 4.9 describes the key attributes
reflected from the findings of the pilot study to the main study. Finally, Section 4.10
reports the results obtained from empirical data using a conjoint questionnaire. This
section presents an aggregate sample analysis and segmented sample analysis, and
the results of market-share simulation.

4.2

Justification for Adopting Explanatory Research Method

Generally, explanatory research is employed for discovering and measuring the
association and relationships of marketing variables to provide a plausible
explanation for observations (Hussey & Hussey 1997; Kinnear & Taylor 2006). The
explanatory method in the current study reports not just ‘what is happening’ but
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seeks to explain ‘why’ (Balnaves & Caputi 2001). Additionally, as indicated by
Babbie (2004), when the researcher wants to identify variables that explain further
beyond simply describing what happened, this involves explanatory purpose. Given
the conjoint analysis methodology that is employed to analyse the data, the study is
expected to provide a deeper explanation for attitudes toward selecting a public
university. Therefore, explanatory research was chosen as the most appropriate
method for this second phase of the study.
Aligned with these explanations, the specific objectives of using conjoint analysis in
this research are to:
a. estimate the relative importance the students attach to the factors and the
various levels of each factor that influence them to select a public university.
b. determine whether there are groups of students for whom different factors are
more important.
c. determine the probability of students selecting an Indonesian public
university with real and ‘ideal’ choice criteria.
The explanatory research in this study was conducted by developing a structured
survey questionnaire to gather quantitative data from a larger sample. This structured
questionnaire was constructed and developed by using choice factors found in the
exploratory study in the previous phase. In conjoint analysis, the term ‘factor’
generally equates to ‘attribute’. Therefore, in this chapter, factors are referred to as
attributes. Following a conjoint analysis, cluster analysis and a conjoint choice
simulator were then employed to examine the different preferences in the student
choice criteria of selecting an Indonesian public university found across the sample
and to predict the probability of market share in various competitive scenarios.

4.3

Justification for Employing Conjoint Analysis

4.3.1 General Rationale for Using Conjoint Analysis
The term ‘conjoint’ is used to refer to the relative values of attributes are considered
jointly; these values can be determined together when they might not be measurable
taken one at a time. Conjoint analysis is “a multivariate technique that estimates the
relative importance consumers place on different attributes of product or service, as
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well as the utility or value they attach to the various levels of each attribute” (Hair,
Bush & Ortinau 2009, p587). The idea is to characterise a product into a bundle of
attributes and to assign levels for each attribute. Consumers can estimate their
preference of the object using combinations of several attributes (Hair et al. 2010).
The analysis is used to obtain a numerical value for the product.
In marketing, the concept of modelling consumer preferences among multi-attribute
alternatives has received much attention. Conjoint analysis has provided academic
researchers and practitioners with a powerful tool for understanding which attributes
and key performance levels are critical to a consumer’s purchase decision and choice
(Green & Rao 1971). A basic idea of conjoint analysis in the current research is that
student choice criteria can be broken down into a set of relevant attributes. By
defining choice criteria as collections of attributes, it is possible to develop a number
of profiles, fictitious combinations of selected attributes (which are usually identified
beforehand, such as from a qualitative questionnaire and focus-group discussions),
that represent the student choice criteria as a whole. The theoretical framework also
influences how the conjoint study is designed and conducted, which attributes to
include, whether to specify the choice criteria as attributes or not, and so on.
Service providers need to understand the preferences that respective customer groups
attach to various product attributes. Babbie (2004) defined attributes as
characteristics or qualities that describe an object. The relative weightings for each of
these attributes provide useful cues to explain why different people make different
decisions. Conjoint analysis informs the researcher about the structure of consumers’
preferences, which are obtained from their overall judgement of a set of alternative
products and defined as a combination of attribute levels (Green & Srinivasan 1978).
Green and Krieger (1991) pointed out the potential usefulness of conjoint analysis to
deal with some marketing problems: to develop new multi-attribute products with
optimal utility levels, estimate market shares in alternative competitive scenarios, to
benefit segmentation and to design promotion strategies.
Most of the large number of studies on university choice have required respondents
to rate or rank numerous attributes that may influence their preference (James,
Baldwin & McInnis 1999). This approach seem efficient, however, Jackson (1982)
argued that it neglects insights into the relative importance of each attribute and the
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trade-offs made between attributes. According to Hagel and Shaw (2010), three
assumptions about decision-making are used in conjoint analysis. First, people
consider only a few alternatives in detail before making a decision. Second, instead
of alternatives being assumed to be whole products, they are considered as a bundle
of attributes. Third, people tend to apply a compensatory choice strategy, in which
one attribute with good performance counterweighs other attributes with poor
performance.

4.3.2 Advantages of Conjoint Analysis
Conjoint analysis has several key advantages compared to traditional methodologies,
such as more-realistic data and ideal-segmentation data. Johnson (1974), and Green
and Wind (1989) claimed that conjoint data collection is more realistic because it
closely mimics the actions and behaviours of customers in the marketplace.
Similarly, when high-school leavers select a university they evaluate competitive
offerings and then make a choice. In this sense, as pointed out by Garver and Divine
(2008), conjoint analysis captures data that is more realistic data by collecting with
greater precision than the survey scales used in traditional market-research
questionnaires. Complicated trade-offs that naturally occur in the marketplace are
captured by conjoint-analysis data in which customers are forced to make difficult
choices (Johnson 1974; Orme 2005). Churchill and Iacobucci (2002, p748) described
this phenomenon as follows: “…..the word conjoint has to do with the notion that the
relative values of things considered jointly can be measured when they might not be
measurable if taken one at a time”.
Conjoint analysis can provide a valid and reliable level of importance for an
attribute, as well as preference utilities, and often possess adequate variation (Green
& Srinivasan 1978). Owing to these properties, segmentation analysis (k-means, etc.)
with conjoint data provides valid and meaningful segments (Garver & Divine 2008).
The importance of forming need-based and preference-based segmentation plans has
long been discussed in the marketing literature (Best 2005), and conjoint analysis is
the most effective tool for accomplishing these goals (Orme 2005). Green and
Krieger (1991) argued that at the individual attribute level, conjoint results tend to be
more accurate and reliable measures than those achieved through other survey
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methods, thus promoting improved performance and capabilities within segmentation
analysis. Consistent with the practical contribution of this research, segmentation is
crucial to effectively communicating with prospective students and designing
programs that meet their needs.

4.3.3 Previous Studies with Conjoint Analysis
Several studies have shown the ability of conjoint analysis to predict individual
choice behaviour, specifically in investigating university choice. These include two
studies in the UK. Hooley and Lynch (1981) identified course suitability, university
location, academic reputation, distance from home, type of university (modern/old);
and advice from parents and teachers as important factors in students’ decision to
enroll in an institution. Using a small number of students (29) from two secondary
schools in the Bradford area, this study also found three segments with different
preferences. Segment one was concerned about the academic reputation and;
segment two with distance from home, while segment three was more concerned
about the course than those two segments. Moogan, Baron and Bainbridge (2001)
investigated the choices of school leavers at two stages of their data-collection
process, before and after attendance at Open Days. This research identified key
decision-making attributes: course content, location and reputation and, found that in
the early stages of the decision-making process, prospective students viewed course
content as the most significant factor, but as the consumption process neared,
location became increasingly important. This research considered reputation as less
important and an exchangeable element throughout.
Soutar and Turner (2002) found that course suitability, academic reputation, job
prospects, and teaching quality were the four most important determinants of
university preference for a group of students from Western Australia. Although a
cluster analysis was performed on the utility scores estimated in the conjoint
analysis, no useful segment was found in this study since the sample was
homogenous in the way respondents traded off between the various attributes. Each
of these studies required students to make trade-offs between a subset of university
attributes including course, academic reputation and location. The findings of all
three studies were generally consistent with the wider literature. However, those
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experiments did not look at the market simulation of university preference, as does
this research.
Other conjoint analysis studies have related to distance learning. For example,
Kulchitsky (2008) investigated ‘instructional preferences’ as a choice criterion
amongst Canadian students, finding that besides mode of delivery as part of their
university search, students also considered core decision criteria including fees, the
philosophy of the university, employment prospects, and the university location. Two
segments were found in this study: a risk-sensitive segment and a cost-sensitive
segment. The students in the former were strongly concerned with method of
delivery preferring on-campus education were more preferable. In contrast, the
students in the later seemed more concerned about money, especially at the lowest
fee level.
Another study on the importance of study mode in students’ choice of university was
conducted in Australia by Hagel and Shaw (2010). This study employed two conjoint
experiments: for undergraduate and postgraduate students. Both groups confirmed
the importance of study being mode on their university choice, with face-to-face
study being preferred by undergraduate students and print-based study by
postgraduate students. From the utility scores of the three modes of study, this study
also found that both domestic and international students preferred face-to-face study
over print and web. Although these two investigations were in the context of students
choosing between universities within a domestic market, they focused on study mode
as choice criterion rather than examine the context within which domestic students
choose a university in which to study per se.

4.3.4 Conjoint Analysis for the Current Study
In the current study, conjoint analysis is used to answer the second, third, and fourth
research questions, namely: what is the relative importance students attach to the
factors that influence them to select an Indonesian public university; are there groups
of students for whom different factors were more important; and what would the
probability be of students selecting an Indonesian public university with real and
‘ideal’ choice criteria? Although the students are viewed as one homogenous group,
it is necessary to identify need-based segments to develop specific strategies for each
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segment. The current research is one of the first consumer studies undertaken in the
context of student choice criteria for selecting an Indonesian public university by
using a conjoint-analysis approach; therefore, it makes a significant contribution to
the body of knowledge in this important area of research. The benefits or otherwise
of selecting a particular institution of higher learning are not for the individual alone,
but for the whole of Indonesia as a nation.
Early research in this area (Soutar & Turner 2002) noted that conjoint analysis was
an appropriate tool to examine a student’s university preference based on a package
of attributes, usually through a self-completion questionnaire. This type of conjoint
study generally requires providing as a stimulus a bundle of attributes that are
combinations of attributes levels determined by the researcher (Malhotra et al. 2006).
To construct its conjoint-analysis stimuli, this study used the attributes identified
during the qualitative research phase as salient for Indonesian students.
The conjoint-analysis terms in Table 4.1 are used throughout this chapter.
Table 4.1 List of Terms in Conjoint Analysis
Terms

Definition

Attribute

The determinant of choice criteria used to evaluate an object or
product (e.g. a university)

Level

The value of each attribute

Profile

A descriptions of a product (e.g. a university) represented by a
package of attribute levels

Full-profiles (or utility
functions)

Profiles constructed in terms of all the attributes using the
attribute levels specified by the design

Part-worth functions
(part utility functions)

The utility the consumer/respondent attaches to a given level of
each attribute

Relative-importance
weights

Estimates as to which attributes are more important in influencing
consumer choice

Design

The overall questionnaire given to a respondent

Fractional factorial
designs

Designs employed to reduce the number of stimuli to be
evaluated in the full-profile approach

Orthogonal arrays

A special class of fractional designs that enable the efficient
estimation of main effects
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4.3.5 Basic Steps in a Conjoint Design
This section presents the details of each step for conducting a conjoint analysis. The
design consists of six major steps as illustrated in Figure 4.1 (Churchill & Iacobucci
2002). Attributes selection involves identifying the salient attributes included as
conjoint stimuli. These attributes, accompanied with their levels, are used for
determining the attribute combinations in the conjoint evaluation task. The
respondents rate or rank the profile combinations in the using an appropriate scale.
Finally, the data is analysed in aggregated or disaggregated through a suitable
conjoint-analysis technique.

Figure 4.1 Basic Steps in a Conjoint Design (Churchill & Iacobucci 2002)
The details of each step are described in the following sections.

4.3.5.1 Attribute Selection
The first step in the process is to select the attribute for analysis. In marketing, this is
a difficult task, as it is important to know which of the many possible attributes to
consider. Unlike the compositional approach of expectancy-value models, conjoint
analysis decomposes students' judgments about contending universities to generate
estimates of the relative importance of each attribute (Kulchitsky 2008). Several
attributes form a profile. The range for each attribute was determined using previous
study, exploratory study in the early phases of this study (including semi-structured
interviews and focus-group discussions), and the results from pilot-study.
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The exploratory study results identified 25 attributes; too many to consider in a
conjoint study, as the combination would become overly complicated to evaluate.
Different studies have found that the tolerance level for a respondent’s is between
12– and 30 profile cards and six to eight product attributes, depending on the
motivation and product awareness (Oppewal & Vriens 2000). Whilst the inclusion of
all potentially influential attributes would best describe a hypothetical product,
anything in excess of five or six attributes is argued to diminish the reliability of
conjoint output (Green & Srinivasan 1990).
Despite Hair et al (1995, p568) having suggested that attributes “must be distinct and
represent a single concept”, the six attributes chosen for this study embraced more
than a single concept. This occurred because it was found in the result of the
qualitative study (first phase) that the links between these concepts were so strong
that the various pairs of concepts tended to merge. To ensure the appropriateness of
attributes merged in this survey, another qualitative study was conducted with the
target market to serve as a pilot study that would further confirm relevant attributes
and their performance levels for inclusion in the questionnaire design.
Cost and other related expenses were attributes most commonly mentioned by
students in previous studies as the major factor influencing their university choice
(Kane 1999; Quigley et al. 2000; Price et al. 2003; Bowman & Bastedo 2009; Curs &
Singell Jr 2010) as well as by participants in the exploratory study of the current
research. Based on the results of this exploratory study rather than using term ‘cost’,
this study used the more appropriate using term ‘total expenses’ since it was defined
as all the money that students would have to pay off including tuition fees, food, rent
and other expenses, from commencement of study until graduation. Thus, total
expenses were included in the questionnaire as one of the most important trade-offs
with other attributes. Because total expenses could vary among respondents, three
levels of total expenses were selected to reflect a general range paid by students
during the period of their university study: high, average and low.
The second attribute, reputation was included in the design because it was one of the
main factors found from the exploratory study. It covered the overall reputation of
the university such as university as expressed in such characteristics as university
ranking, status, university achievement and accreditation as a result of quality of
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education including teaching quality and classroom learning experience. Reputation
was introduced at three levels: strong, average, and poor as mentioned by a number
of participants in the exploratory study and by other scholars (Hooley & Lynch 1981;
Soutar & Turner 2002).
The third selected attribute, proximity, was given three levels: close, moderate and
far, after the example of Soutar and Turner’s (2002) study. This attribute was
included in the study to investigate prospective students’ preference for university as
the results of preliminary qualitative study, yet it has also been used by other studies
as one of the importance factors that determined the prospective students’ intention
to study further at the university (Maxwell 1992; Card 1995; Dawes & Brown 2005;
Turley 2009). This attribute was defined as the distance from home, including the
time taken to get to university.
The fourth attribute found to be important in the exploratory study was job prospects,
which was defined as the range of career opportunities available to students after
graduating. The attribute was assigned three levels – good, average and poo – based
on participants’ wording in the exploratory study and adapted from Soutar and
Turner’s (2002) study.
The fifth attribute used in the survey was advice from family, friends and/or teachers,
which was found to be important in the exploratory phase. Although respondents in
the exploratory phase indicated these factors separately, the influences were similar,
and they were therefore merged. This attribute included seeking advice from parents,
siblings, other relatives; friends (a person known well to another, including
classmates, acquaintances, seniors in high schools and school graduates who are
currently enrolled in university and are friends); and teachers from high school. The
three levels assigned to this attributes strongly recommended, moderate support and
none/negative. These levels were also adapted from Hooley and Lynch’s (1981)
study.
The sixth attribute included in the survey was campus atmosphere, described as
overall university surroundings including campus environment, facilities inside the
university, interaction and safety. The three levels of attributes assigned were great,
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average and very little, based participants’ information from the study and on Soutar
and Turner’s (2002) study.
The extensive literature review discussed in Chapter 2 helped form the basis for
compiling the list of six major attributes that could be used to define or describe
university-choice criteria. The researcher and her supervisors subsequently reviewed
the list to remove items that were seen as redundant and added others considered
appropriate. Following Hair (2005), the attributes were selected based on three
considerations: to achieve the objectives of the investigation, to minimise the
cognitive task for respondents, and to facilitate the administration of the survey.
Other studies have shown that three attributes are usually a minimum, and more than
five or six become difficult to manage (Smith 1995). In addition, full-profile conjoint
analysis can handle no more than six attributes. SPSS/PASW Conjoint 18 software
also limits the number of attributes to six. Given these limitations, it was decided to
employ six attributes in the full-profile design of the conjoint questionnaire. The
attributes and their respective levels are presented in Table 4.2. While these may not
be an exhaustive list of attributes considered, they do represent the attributes most
frequently mentioned and deemed by students to be most important. In order to
further support this position, both the single concepts as well as the combined ones
were listed in the attribute section of the questionnaire.

4.3.5.2 Determination of Attribute Levels
While it is essential to select attributes that have the most importance for prospective
students’ decision-making, it is also important to determine the proper range of
attribute levels. Due to the large number of attributes and possible levels representing
each attribute, the number of possible combinations in a university profile could be
very high. Therefore, selection of appropriate product attributes and realistic levels is
key to the reliability of conjoint output (Quester & Smart 1998). Furthermore,
Quester and Smart (1998) asserted that the hypothetical products ranked by
respondents must include the attributes consumers are most likely to evaluate in their
actual decision process to closely simulate the purchase process.
An equal number of levels for each attribute were applied in this study’s
questionnaire for the sake of simplicity. The three levels assigned in the
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questionnaire were based on respondent wording in the earlier qualitative study of
the current research and from the review of the literature (Hooley & Lynch 1981;
Soutar & Turner 2002). This is consistent with the majority of studies which have
used two to four performance levels for every attribute (Oppewal & Vriens 2000).
The attributes levels are the specific values of the attributes, such as strong, average
and poor. Gustafsson, Ekdahl and Bergman (1999) recommended that the attribute
levels should describe as closely as possible the real-life situation facing customers,
and attributes should be closely related to those products that are available to
customers. The levels of attribute used in the current research include a wide enough
range to allow current and future choice criteria to be simulated. The category
definition can then be revised if many unrealistic combinations of levels are present
in the questionnaire. This strategy makes the levels of the attributes easier for
respondents to estimate.
This study considered six attributes with three levels of each, as presented in Table
4.2.
Table 4.2 List of Conjoint Attributes and Attribute Levels
No

Attribute

Description

Level

Adapted from

Total expenses

The money that students would
have to pay consisting of
tuition fees, food, rent and
other expenses from the date of
commencement of study until
graduation.

a.
b.
c.

High
Average
Low

None

2

Reputation

Overall reputation of the
university such as university
ranking, status, university
achievement and accreditation
as a result of quality of
education including teaching
quality and classroom learning
experience

a.
b.
c.

Strong
Average
Poor

Soutar & Turner
(2002),
Hooley & Lynch
(1981)

3

Proximity

The distance from home
including the time taken to get
to university

a.
b.
c.

Close
Moderate
Far

Soutar & Turner (2002)

4

Job prospects

The range of career
opportunities available to
students after graduating

a.
b.
c.

Good
Average
Poor

Soutar & Turner (2002)

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

Seeking advice from family (a
group of people having kinship
with the students and including

a.

5

Strongly
recommended
Moderate support

Hooley & Lynch
(1981)

1

b.
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parents, siblings, and other
relatives); friends (a person
known well to another,
including classmates,
acquaintances, seniors in high
schools and school graduates
who are currently enrolled in
university and are friends); and
teachers from high school

6

Campus
atmosphere

Overall university surroundings
including campus environment,
facilities inside the university,
interaction and safety

c.

None/negative

a.
b.
c.

Great
Average
Very little

Soutar & Turner (2002)

4.3.5.3 Determination of Attribute Combinations
The third major decision in conducting a conjoint analysis involves deciding on the
specific number of combinations of attributes. The questionnaire was based on
different generated combinations or conjoint profiles. According to Green and
Srinivasan (1990), at most five or six attributes can be used for a full factorial design.
The combinations provide valid results; however, Bruns (2004) claimed that this
number results in too many combinations for a respondent to rate. Furthermore,
Bruns (2004) suggested that limiting the combinations is the most important way to
keep the number of cases manageable while still creating a valid result. Therefore,
the surveys are usually not conducted using a full factorial design, but rather a
fractional design (fractions of the full design). As suggested by Ekdahl (1997),
fractional factorial design was used to add more attributes into the combinations
while not increasing the strain on the respondents.
This design considered the four properties of efficient designs as identified by Huber
and Zwerina (1996), and Zwerina, Huber and Kuhfeld (1996, p43):
a. Orthogonality: uncorrelated between the levels of each attribute
b. Level balance: the levels of each attribute occur with equal frequency
c. Minimal overlap: no overlapping attribute levels within each choice set
d. Utility balance: the utilities of alternatives within choice sets should be
similar
Six attributes with three levels each would lead to 729 (36) possible combinations of
profiles to be rated by respondents. This possible combination of all attribute levels
can become too large for respondents to score in a meaningful way. The full-concept
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approach in SPSS/PASW Conjoint 18 applies fractional factorial designs, which uses
a much smaller fraction of all possible alternatives. This reduced subset (orthogonal
array) considers only the main effects; their interactions are assumed to be negligible.
Rather than require respondents to rate all 729 of the possible combinations, the
software helps to produce a parsimonious orthogonal array, only requiring each
respondent to rate only 18 profiles. This type of orthogonal creation of full-profile
cards means that an additive composition rule is assumed to be valid between the
variables; in other words, that the variables are assumed to be independent from each
other. Four holdout cases were added at the end of the conjoint profile list to
ascertain the predictive power of the model and to validate the results of the conjoint
analysis.
In addition to considering the limitations of the respondent, the number of profiles
must also be large enough to derive stable part-worth estimates. Hair et al. (2010)
suggested that the minimum number of profiles equals the number of parameters to
be estimated, calculated as:
Number of estimated parameters = Total number of levels – Number of attributes + 1
In this research, a conjoint analysis with six factors having three levels each (a total
of 18 levels) would need a minimum of 13 (18 – 6 + 1) profiles. The 18 main profiles
used in this study are above the minimum number of profiles required, while keeping
the number of combinations reasonable for respondents.

4.3.5.4 Selection of the Presentation Form and Nature of Judgment
Step four involves selecting the form of presentation for the respondents to evaluate.
Given that the survey was self-completed at the time it was distributed, there was no
opportunity to coach respondents on the correct way to fill in the questionnaire. This
research used a verbal description to present the conjoint profile card in the
questionnaire. This meant that each of 22 profile cards (18 for the main profile and
four for the holdout) on the questionnaire contained a verbal description of the six
attributes and their levels. Each profile in the questionnaire was then accompanied by
a separate scale. This approach was chosen to help respondents understand the
questionnaire from the instructions.
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A rating scale poled from one to 10, with one being ‘Do not prefer’ and 10 being ‘Do
prefer’, was chosen to judge each combination. All the respondents were individually
asked to rate university profiles as represented by six key variables: total expenses,
reputation, proximity, job prospects, advice from family, friends and/or teachers and
campus atmosphere. After the respondents evaluated the 18 main profiles, they were
asked to evaluate each of the four holdout profiles using the same scale, as suggested
by Green and Srinivasan (1978). Students were asked to assume that they had
already decided to study at a public university and that they fulfilled the entry
requirements for each university. This approach was consistent with the experiment
being designed to reflect the final choice stage, where students have chosen and
identified a small set of universities to which they are confident of gaining entry
(James et al. 1999; Moogan et al. 2001). The original conjoint questionnaire
presentation is attached in Appendix 7. An example of a full-profile card is given in
Figure 4.2.
Total expenses

High

Reputation

Strong

Proximity

Close

Job prospects

Good

Do NOT prefer

DO prefer

P16
Advice from
family, friends

Strongly recommended

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

and/or teachers
Campus
atmosphere

Great

Figure 4.2 An Example of Conjoint Full-Profile Card
4.3.5.5 Deciding on Aggregation of Judgments
Step 5 involves deciding whether the responses from students or groups of
respondents should be aggregated or presented in a disaggregated form. This step
also examined whether several groups were formed. In other words, the estimation of
the weighted utilities for the individual-level models would be clustered into
homogeneous groups. SPSS/PASW Conjoint 18 allowed the use of simulation
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profiles to represent actual or prospective products to estimate or predict the market
share of each preference. As pointed out by Churchill and Iacobucci (2002, p759),
this step highlights an attractive feature of conjoint analysis, as it allows marketshare predictions for selected product alternatives.
In the present study, a SPSS/PASW Conjoint 18 procedure produced the calculation
of utility scores (or part-worths) for each individual respondent and for the overall
sample. The utility scores were analogous to regression coefficients which could be
used to find the relative importance of each attribute. For the purpose of presenting
both aggregate and segmented models, first, the attribute importance and part-worth
or weighted utility values of attribute levels were calculated per individual for each
of the selected scenarios; the results were then aggregated to obtain an overall result.
Subsequently, respondents’ data was clustered on the basis of the similarity of their
part-worth or utility functions. Aggregate analysis was then conducted for each
cluster. These results are given in the last part of this chapter.

4.3.5.6 Selection of the Appropriate Conjoint Analysis Technique to Conduct
the Analysis
The final step in the design of a conjoint analysis project is to select the technique for
analysing the data. The choice depends largely on the method used for obtaining the
input judgments from the respondents. As shown by Hensher (1994) and Kulchitsky
(2008), the use of conjoint analysis in this application assumes that: a university is a
bundle of attributes from which students gain utility; students have limited resources,
such as time and money; and students select the best possible school. The conjoint
method selected adequately reflects how students make decisions in the actual
marketplace. In this study, the following procedures were conducted in the conjoint
method as suggested by Hair et al. (2010):
a. The respondent is given a set of stimulus profiles (constructed along
factorial design principles in the full-profile case).
b. The respondents rate the stimuli according to some overall criterion, such as
preference, acceptability or likelihood of choosing.

108

c. In the analysis of the data, part-worths are identified for the factor levels
such that each specific combination of part-worths equals the total utility of
any given profile. A set of part-worths is derived for each respondent.
d. The goodness-of-fit criterion relates the derived rating of stimulus profiles
to the original rating data.
e. The conjoint analysis model obtains the relative-importance attribute for
both the aggregate and segmented model.
f. A cluster analysis is conducted to find heterogeneous preferences within the
sample and to split it into different segments.
g. A set of objects is defined for the choice simulator. Based on previously
determined part-worths for each respondent, each simulator computes a
utility value for each of the objects defined as part of the simulation.
h. Choice-simulator models are invoked that rely on decision rules (firstchoice model, average-probability model or logit model) to estimate the
respondent's object of choice. Overall choice shares are computed for the
sample. In this study, these analyses were performed using the conjoint
module of the SPSS/PASW Conjoint 18.
The traditional full-profile conjoint analysis, also called conjoint value analysis
(CVA), was chosen to gather relevant data for further analysis. The main reason is
the number of attributes included in this analysis. As suggested by Green and
Srinivasan (1978), the full-profile approach is useful for measuring up to six
attributes; as this study has six attributes, a full-profile approach is the most suitable
for this research. In addition, this method can be implemented through a paper-based
questionnaire which is suitable for the current Indonesian context. The main
disadvantage to CVA is that as the number of attributes grows it becomes a big
burden for the respondents to make their preferences, and errors creep into the
results. Therefore, the analysis used attributes that were relevant to the purpose of
this research, but did not overwhelm the respondent.
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4.4

Sampling Plan

4.4.1 Target Population and Unit of Analysis
To gain a comprehensive perspective on the choice criteria for selecting an
Indonesian public university, high-school leavers who had made decisions to select a
particular university were chosen as the population in this quantitative phase. This
was done for two reasons. First, this population makes up the largest segment of
universities’ prospective students, and, more specifically, they are the major targeted
cohort who enter public universities (Soutar & Turner 2002). Second, these
individuals can provide accurate information regarding their choice process, as they
have already made a decision to continue their studies. Bickman and Rog (2008)
suggested that respondents who have a moderate to high involvement with the topic
under investigation are more likely to participate in the study. Therefore, this
approach minimised the cognitive dissonance as well as the risk of reaching
respondents with absolutely no interest in pursuing higher-education studies.
As this current study is concerned with investigating students’ choice criteria, the
unit of analysis necessarily is at an individual level. The coverage of this research is
focused on Indonesian public universities and is limited to autonomous and nonautonomous universities in Java, which is the most populated region and has the
most number of public universities. Four geographic provinces in Java that have
public universities were chosen to accommodate a realistic choice set for students
who both lived nearby and wished to commute to campus. This choice also captured
the diversity of higher-education reputation and system between metropolitan
universities and those in small cities, and represented both ‘classic’ and ‘modern’
universities. The study design was in accordance with Dawes and Brown’s (2005)
findings that a student’s choice set usually contains three to four institutions, that
these will be a mix of old and new universities and that the universities will be in
physical proximity to the student.

4.4.2 Sampling Frame and Sampling Technique
The survey population was selected from among a group of high-school leavers in
the seven public universities in Java. The sample unit refers to those individuals
(known as ‘university applicant’) who were actively engaged in the decision to select
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a particular university, either autonomous or non-autonomous, in Indonesia. The
selection of the survey areas considered which region was most populated and had
the most public universities in Indonesia. As the study had to determine which
attributes and combination of attributes would drive the best practices offered by
universities, a non-probability sampling method was used.
A judgmental sample was drawn for the study. Judgmental sampling is a nonprobability sampling technique in which the population elements are selected based
on the judgment of the researcher about the characteristics required of the sample
member (Malhotra et al. 2006; Zikmund & Babin 2007; Hair et al. 2009). The
judgment sample was drawn based on the following criteria:
a. Only high-school leavers who were actively engaged in the decision to select
either public autonomous or non-autonomous universities in Java, Indonesia.
b. Only individuals who chose business and economics study program as their
first preference, using a screening question administered before providing the
questionnaire to the respondent.

4.4.3 Sampling Size
Although a typical sample size for conjoint analysis is below 100 (Akaah &
Korgaonkar 1988), because a sample size of 200 provides an acceptable margin of
error (Hair et al. 2010, p293), a larger sample size was deemed appropriate in the
current research to control for measurement error, as recommended by Hair et al.
(2010). According to Orme (2005), sample sizes for conjoint studies typically range
from about 150 to 1,200 respondents. Additionally, for the purpose of conducting a
segmentation study, which involves dividing respondents into groups, a minimum of
about 200 per group is required (Orme 2005).
In current study, the sample size was calculated using Taro Yamane’s formula
(Yamane 1967). As the number of university applicants in Indonesian public
universities is more than 100,000, and the research would involve a segmentation
study, a sample size of 400 was planned to obtain reliable data (at the 95%
confidence level).
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4.5

Data-Collection Method

Given the nature of the issues being canvassed and the importance of the breadth and
depth of data, wide coverage was achieved by using self-administered written
questionnaires. A self-administered questionnaire requires respondents to read the
questions and record their own answers without the presence of a researcher (Hair et
al. 2009). The flexibility of surveying together with savings in costs and time and the
avoidance of interviewer bias are the major advantages of this data-collection method
(Hair et al. 2009). However, the disadvantages of using self-administered
questionnaires are that respondents can misunderstand questions and there can be
high non-response rates since it is impossible to guarantee that respondents will
complete and return the survey at all (Hair et al. 2009). Additionally, in relation to
Indonesian customs, some factors such as a strong affinity for social relationships
(including face-to-face communication) should be taken into account when
conducting research in developing countries as recommended by Marschan-Piekkari
and Welch (2004).
To encourage more respondents to participate in and ultimately increase the response
rate while preserving social politeness, the current research employed a face-to-face
method of distributing the self-administered questionnaire. A face-to-face (door-todoor) survey could involve a direct conversation between a researcher or his/her
representative and the respondents, even though time would be limited (Churchill,
Brown & Suter 2010). This method increases the likelihood that a respondent will be
willing to complete the questionnaires (Hair et al. 2009; Zikmund et al. 2010).
Furthermore, Malhotra et al. (2006) suggested the use of incentives to increase the
response rate. Following his suggestion, a souvenir and light refreshment were given
to encourage respondents’ participation in this survey.

4.5.1 Research Instrument
Having identified the key variables to be included in the questionnaire, the next step
was to design an appropriate questionnaire for gathering data. The following sections
discuss the development of the questionnaire, scale and measurement, questionnaire
pre-testing and questionnaire validity and reliability.
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4.5.1.1 Questionnaire Development and Design
The questionnaire was carefully constructed to achieve its intended purpose of
collecting the information required for the current study. It was important to ensure
that potential respondents could undertake and complete the survey easily and
quickly, and also to maximise the number of usable surveys. By using the attributes
found from the first phase of the study and their corresponding levels, a conjoint
questionnaire design was developed.
To obtain a better specification of conjoint-analysis results, this research used an
integrated strategy based on conjoint analysis together with textual or verbal data
analysis. The full-concept method used in this research presented respondents with a
series of full descriptions of the university profiles and required them to score each
profile according to their preference. The conjoint section of the questionnaire was
an eight-page design (see Appendix 7).
Based on the framework of this research, the questionnaire was divided into four
sections:
a. The first section provided instructions and definitions. The six attributes used
in the conjoint profile were described in detail, along with descriptions of
each level of the attribute.
b. The second section presented 22 conjoint profiles. Eighteen main profiles
were displayed first, followed by four holdout profiles using the same format.
The design was structured for students to rate the university attributes on a
scale of one to 10, from ‘Do not prefer’ (1) to ‘Do prefer’ (10).
c. The third section presented additional questions to determine the level of
importance of other choice criteria. This question required students to choose
how important each attribute would be on a scale of one to 10 from
‘Unimportant’ (1) to ‘Important’ (10).
d. In the last section, respondents provided background information. To provide
anonymity, and thus help ensure a high completion rate, students were not
required to provide their names.

113

4.5.1.2 Scale and Measurement
The respondents of this survey were asked to rate the items, rather than rank them.
The use of ratings scales has become increasingly common in recent years.
According to Mackenzie (1990, p111), “ratings provide at least as much information
about respondent preferences as ordinal rankings since they also provide some
indication of intensity or preferences.” In line with that, a metric (rating) scale was
used to structure survey statements and questions pertaining to the combinations of
attributes that influenced respondents to select a public university in Indonesia.
The judgments in the rating scale were made independently for each profile. Rating
scales do not force a respondent to use ‘comparative’ judgments, since the profiles
are evaluated individually, one at a time, in contrast to the nonmetric methods of
rank order and pair-comparisons (Malhotra et al. 2006). In this case, respondents
were asked to put equal scores to indicate indifference between bundles. Rating
scales are much preferable because results are easier to analyse (Cattin & Wittink
1982) than rankings (Malhotra et al. 2006). In addition, as the number of bundles to
be rated increases, the rating approach would seem to be more likely to elicit
consistent rankings than would the ranking approach (Mackenzie 1990, p111).
As Hair et al. (1998) suggested, 10 categories (ratings from 1 to 10) were used as the
measurement scale of the combinations of attributes in this study. Ticking 1 signified
that the respondent did not prefer the displayed profile at all, while marking 10
signified that they greatly preferred the profile. The respondents were informed that
all non-specified attributes described were same. They were asked to only take into
consideration total expenses, reputation, proximity, job prospects, advice from
family, friends and/or teachers and campus atmosphere when rating each profile.
Each attributes was assigned its different levels. Based on these scores, the conjointanalysis procedure calculated the contribution of each attribute to the respondent’s
preference. The contribution of the attribute level is named as part-worth utility.
Later, these part-worth utility scores were used to generate predictions of how
respondents would rate the options.
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4.5.1.3 Questionnaire Pre-Testing
Questionnaires were pre-tested to identify any flaws in the design and correct them
prior to its administration. Consistent with Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2003),
questionnaires were also refined to minimise any problems respondents may have
had in answering the questions and recording the data.
During the pre-testing stage, three responses were obtained from fellow doctoral
students who were asked for their comments on the various questions and the survey
as a whole. The pre-test was designed to:
a. Ensure the correct interpretation of the questions asked and instructions given
in the questionnaire
b. Ensure that respondents could easily understand and follow the questions and
instructions in the questionnaire
c. Ensure that the questionnaire had coherent question flow and respondents
could easily relate to the questions.
An academic professional was also asked to give comments on the design and
content of the questionnaire. This action was undertaken to ensure whether the
questionnaire design and content were appropriate for the procedures used to conduct
the conjoint-analysis survey. Modifications were made based on the comments
obtained to ensure that the survey instrument had an easy-to-follow format.
After the instruments were translated into Indonesian, three Indonesian postgraduate
students who studied at the University of Wollongong reviewed them to ensure the
correct translation, and evaluated the questionnaire for the clarity and
appropriateness of its questions as well as the aesthetics of the questionnaire
presentation. An academic well versed in the Indonesian language also validated the
translated questionnaire. Based on the feedback, questions were re-phrased for easier
interpretation.
Pretesting with the high-school leavers was conducted as part of pilot study to
confirm whether the conjoint questionnaire could be completed within the specified
time. The process and findings of the pretesting are explained in Section 4.8: Pilot
Study.
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4.5.1.4 Questionnaire Validity and Reliability
The validity and reliability of the conjoint analysis was assessed using several
procedures. The typical way, which was used in this study, is by evaluating the
goodness-of-fit of the estimated model (Malhotra et al. 2006). In the current study,
Pearson product moment correlation (r) and Kendall’s tau ( ) statistics were
computed as summary measures of goodness-of-fit. They are reported as indicators
of fit between the model and the obtained data (Green & Rao 1971; Green &
Srinivasan 1978, 1990; Green, Krieger & Wind 2001). In addition, the validity of the
model was assessed by association measures and holdout cards (SPSS Inc 2007).
These holdout tasks were not used for estimating part-worth utilities and importance
of respondents’ choice; in other words, they were held out from the calculations. The
university profiles that contained the holdout tasks in the survey were shown in the
bottom four (Profile 19 to Profile 22) of the conjoint questionnaire.
Following Hair et al.’s (2010) suggestions, goodness-of-fit measures were calculated
for both disaggregate and aggregate results. Since the preferences were measured
using ratings (metric data), Pearson Product Moment correlations were calculated for
the estimation sample. A Kendall's tau ( ) correlation was also calculated between
the estimated model and the holdout set to measure the suitability of the main effects
model. In this case, the ratings values were converted to rank orders and a Kendall’s
tau measure calculated. The holdout sample had only four profiles; thus, goodnessof-fit used only the rank-order measure of Kendall’s tau for validation purposes.
Unlike many other multivariate techniques, no direct statistical significance test
evaluates the goodness-of-fit measures when analysing disaggregate results (Hair et
al. 2010). However, generally speaking, an accepted level of correlation was
established as a threshold to assess goodness-of-fit for both the estimation and
validation samples (Hair et al. 2010).
The correlation score for goodness-of-fit level should be as close as possible to 1,
and a minimum correlation score of 0.4 is required, as a lower score indicates very
weak or no correlation. The criteria established based on rules of thumb using a
correlation coefficient (see Table 4.3) by Burns and Bush (2010, p552). Therefore, to
maintain the most appropriate characterisation of the sample’s preference structures,
those respondents with lower estimation values and lower values for the validation
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process than a minimum correlation score would be candidates for elimination.
However, the final decision was made after the part-worths were examined for
theoretically consistent patterns.
Table 4.3 Rules of Thumb about Correlation Coefficient Size

Coefficient Range

Strength of Association

.81 to 1.00

Strong

.61 to .80

Moderate

.41 to .60

Weak

.21 to .40

Very weak

.00 to .20

None

Source: Burns and Bush (2010, p552)

4.6

Data Analysis for Quantitative Research

Descriptive analysis, conjoint analysis, cluster analysis and a conjoint choice
simulator were employed to analyse the data and answer the research questions in the
current study. Each of the data analysis approaches is discussed in the following
sections.
4.6.1 Descriptive Analysis
Descriptive analysis provided a better understanding of each of the 22 profiles used
in the study, and of the respondents’ background profiles from the questionnaires.
This descriptive analysis provided information through frequency, proportion, mean
and standard deviation across all respondents. The demography of the respondents
was individually examined to describe the characteristics and their distribution across
the groups of respondents. The demographic breakdown was also conducted for the
segmentation model to better understand the groups’ characteristics for the various
simulations to be tested. This information might not be a key element in this study,
yet it provides additional information, since it allows for a direct comparison of the
full profiles, rather than simply comparing the individual attributes.
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4.6.2 Conjoint Analysis
The full-profile conjoint model of the respondents’ decision-making was estimated in
SPSS, using ordinary least-squares regression. Ordinary linear regression analysis,
the calculation method used in most conjoint studies (Sawtooth Software 1997;
Smith 2005), was also used in the present study to estimate the part-worth value
attribute levels. This process decomposes a respondent’s overall ratings of all options
to calculate the weighting placed on each value of each attribute. These weightings
are described as ‘utility’ scores and are calculated for each individual. From these
utility scores, predictions are generated for how respondents will rate the options.
The goodness-of-fit of the model (that is, the ‘estimation’ model) is assessed
according to the strength of the correlation between the actual ratings of options
made by respondents and the ratings that are predicted by the model. For this
experiment, ratings on 18 of the 22 options were used to estimate the model. The
remaining four options were retained as ‘holdouts’: that is, respondents’ ratings of
these options were not included in the main model. Instead, the model was used to
predict respondents’ ratings of these four holdouts. This served as a further means of
assessing goodness-of-fit. To conduct this conjoint analysis, the syntax command is
required in the full version of SPSS/PASW Conjoint 18 for Windows.

4.6.3 Cluster Analysis
In most marketing situations, strategies are based on customer segments. Similarly,
in this research, cluster analysis was used to produce ‘benefit segments’. Clusters
were formed to group respondents such that segments were internally similar but
different from the other segments. Clustering methods are employed extensively in
segmentations based on psychographics, benefit-seeking, or conjoint part-worths
data (Krieger & Green 1996).
The current research combined conjoint analysis and cluster analysis to answer the
third research question: are there groups of students for whom different factors are
more important? The benefits are clear: conjoint analysis allows the researcher to
know the structure of the students’ preferences, and cluster analysis allows those
students to be grouped by their preferences. Segmenting markets based on
preferences allows researchers and professionals to better evaluate which are the real
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preferences (by clusters), and to develop marketing strategies that better suit these
preferences.
Cluster analysis in this research first used a hierarchical method, followed by a nonhierarchical method as suggested by Perera (2008) and Hair et al. (2010). Initially,
the hierarchical method was performed using Ward’s procedure combined with the
squared Euclidean distance measure to determine the number of clusters. Then a nonhierarchical method – k-means – was used to find the cluster membership. The
different performance levels for each attribute were entered into a k-means cluster
analysis. These results identified groups of homogeneous student segments based on
their similarity of preferences. These calculations were computed by SPSS/PASW
Conjoint 18 for Windows.

4.6.4 Conjoint Choice Simulator
After an examination of the relative importance of the attributes and the impact of
the specific levels, further analysis was conducted using a conjoint simulator. This
analysis aims to predict the market share in which a stimulus is likely captured in
various competitive scenarios. A conjoint choice simulator is a possible output of
conjoint analysis, being a user-friendly tool to work with the statistics of a conjoint
study (SPSS Inc 2007). It quantifies the likelihood of choice for different scenarios in
which one or more levels of attributes are changed. This was done in this study by
using the part-worth utility functions for each respondent both for the overall 403
samples of this study and the identified segments.
The most common simulator models are the maximum-utility (first-choice) model,
the Bradley-Terry-Luce (average-choice) model, and the logit model. The maximumutility model identifies the product with the highest utility as the product of choice.
Each respondent is assumed to choose the profile with the highest utility (max-utility
choice rule). After the process is repeated for each respondent's utility set, the
cumulative "votes" for each product are evaluated as a proportion of the votes or
respondents in the sample (i.e. “market” share). However, the maximum-utility
model tends to exaggerate the market share of a specific product (it assigns a very
high percentage of market share to a decision-maker’s first choice) and does not give
sufficient recognition to the second choice (in terms of utility scores), which on
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occasion are ultimately selected. This model is also more suited to purchases of a
more sporadic, non-routine nature. By contrast, in this survey, choosing a university
is once-in-a-lifetime decision for most high-school leavers.
The Bradley-Terry-Luce model estimates choice probability in a different fashion.
The choice probability for a given product is based on the utility for that product
divided by the sum of all products in the simulated market. The logit model uses an
assigned choice probability that is proportional to an increasing monotonic function
of the alternative's utility. The choice probabilities are computed by dividing the logit
value for one product by the sum for all other products in the simulation. These
individual choice probabilities are averaged across respondents. Both models tend to
give similar predictions (Hair et al. 2010). These latter models give recognition to
consumers’ second choice; their also assume that students would probably consider
their second choice if their first choice was not accessible in the marketplace. In line
with that, the high-school leavers in this survey had a wide variety of substitute
universities from which to choose. Those three choice rules were produced by the
SPSS/PASW 18 conjoint simulator; therefore, all of them were used in this study.
Holdout profiles (for validity and reliability checks) were used, and a preference
score for each respondent was computed using the SPSS/PASW 18 conjoint
simulator.

4.7

Ethical Considerations

Ethics refers to the appropriateness of the researchers’ behaviour in relation to the
rights of those who become the subjects of the work, or are affected by it (Saunders
et al. 2003). Ethical considerations were adhered to in the process of gathering data
and throughout all aspects of the study.
To respect the rights of the respondents, the following actions were taken:
a. Respondents to the surveys were provided with full and transparent
information regarding the nature and content of the study, including:
1) recognition that the participation is voluntary
2) recognition that participants have a right to decline to answer a
question or a set of questions
3) recognition that participants may withdraw at any time
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4) assurance of participants’ confidentiality and anonymity
5) information to the participants regarding the people who will have
access to the data collected in the study
6) consideration of participant welfare is undertaken and reported to the
HREC. This includes assurances that there are no potential risks or
burdens associated with this study.
b. Prior to any fieldwork being initiated, consent was obtained from each
participant.
Interviews for the pilot study were audiotaped with permission. The purpose of the
recording was to ensure the accuracy of the information provided by the participants.
An assurance was given that the results would be presented as aggregate data and no
personal identification information would be included in publications.

4.8

Pilot Study

Prior to conducting the main study, a pilot study was carried out to determine
whether the criteria voiced in the previous qualitative study held and to pre-test the
main study questionnaire. The method used and the results obtained are reported
below.

4.8.1 Method of Pilot Study
The term ‘pilot study’ used in this research refers to a ‘trial run’ undertaken in
preparation for the major study (Polit, Beck & Hungler 2001, p467). Conducting a
pilot study also avoids the risk of project failure during the main research, as
suggested by De Vaus (2002, p54). According to Baker (1999, p182-183), a pilot
study can also be the pre-testing or ‘trying out’ of a particular research instrument. In
the current research, the pilot study consisted of the trial run as well as pre-testing of
the questionnaire. Consistent with Malhotra et al.’s (2006) study, personal interviews
were chosen as the best way to undertake the pilot study since the interviewer was
able to observe respondents’ reactions and attitudes.
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The pilot study was conducted for a number of reasons. The first reason was to help
develop the appropriate attribute levels as suggested by Green and Srinivasan (1978),
and to test the importance of attribute levels, and appropriateness. As described in
Section 4.3.1.1 on attribute selection and Section 4.3.1.2 on the determination of
attribute levels, the attributes and levels in conjoint analysis were very important, as
they reflected how respondents described their preferences for products using
varying levels of attributes (Orme 2005). This line of thought parallels Walley,
Parsons and Bland’s (1999) idea that the correct choice of product attributes is often
considered the most demanding phase of conjoint analysis.
Trial runs were conducted first by interviewing six parents (father or mother) and six
sons or daughters (high-school leavers) who were actively engaged in the decision to
select a public university, either autonomous or non-autonomous, in Indonesia.
Convenience sampling by means of the snowball sampling method was used to
recruit the participants of the study. Initially, the researcher’s friends, colleagues and
neighbours were contacted to determine if they had high-school leavers who were
deciding on a university. Once the information was obtained, recruitment of such
respondents followed until the six pairs of targeted participants were identified.
All potential participants were approached face-to-face at their homes. Those who
agreed to participate were asked questions on the criteria that were important to them
when deciding to choose a public university. The interviews were conducted in the
participants’ homes at a mutually agreed time. The series of interviews with the
parents were conducted separately from those with their child. The interviews were
audiotaped with the participants’ permission, so that they could be reviewed and
analysed. The interviews attempted to confirm the attributes found in the earlier
qualitative study of the current research and to further explore the relevant attributes
that could be included in the questionnaire. The discussion included exploring issues
such as: What criteria are important to you when you decide to send your
son/daughter to a public university; how important is each of the criteria; and why
are they important to you? It was expected that the top criteria would be the same as
those listed in the quantitative questionnaire.
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The second reason for conducting the pilot study was that the respondents in the
current research were unfamiliar with the conjoint questions, which ask respondents
to make trade-offs among features; this differs from the survey scales used in
traditional market-research questionnaires. For this reason, pre-testing was conducted
after the successful trial run. Pre-testing allows the researcher to observe and
determine whether the respondents have any difficulty in understanding the conjoint
questionnaire before it is administered to the larger sample. While the interviews in
the trial run were conducted with six parents and their son or daughter, the pretesting of the conjoint questionnaires was conducted only with the sons or daughters
who were high-school leavers from the target population. This is consistent with
Green and Srinivasan (1978), who revealed that focus groups, interviews, pre-tests
and the opinions of those knowledgeable about the area are all alternatives for further
exploring the appropriateness of attributes and levels.
A debriefing procedure was employed in the pre-testing process to improve the
questionnaire’s internal validity, as suggested by Malhotra et al. (2006). This aimed
to find out the questions’ clarity and whether the instructions were understandable.
This procedure generally occurs after a questionnaire has been completed. In this
case, after completing the entire questionnaire, respondents were asked to state any
problems they had encountered while answering the questionnaire, and whether they
had understood the instructions, the questions and how to complete the questionnaire.
The respondents were also informed that the questionnaire they had just completed
was a pre-test, and the objectives of the test were described to them. The six draft
questionnaires were then collected and checked to see whether respondents had
completed the choice tasks as instructed. The researcher also counted the
approximate time respondents took to complete the questionnaire, and observed their
reactions while they completed it. The findings of the pilot study are reported in the
following section.

4.8.2 Pilot-Study Findings
The results of the trial run in this pilot study revealed that parents and their children
considered several salient attributes when selecting a public university. The parents
cited 10 attributes, while the children mentioned fewer; however, there was
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significant overlap between those attributes mentioned by the parents and by their
children, although in different order of importance.
All the parents mentioned the same attributes as being very important: (1) cost
associated with study at the university, (2) job prospects, (3) proximity and (4)
family support and recommendations. Several participants mentioned other
attributes: (1) reputation/quality/accreditation, (2) campus atmosphere/environment,
(3) course suitability, (4) scholarships (5) opportunity to further study and (6) selfdetermination/interest. Out of these 10 attributes, six attributes had already been
included as the main attributes in the conjoint questionnaire. Three attributes –
course suitability, self-determination/interest and scholarships – had also been
included in the questionnaire, but they served as additional questions. Conversely,
opportunity to further study was not included in the questionnaire, since the attribute
was mentioned only by one participant.
All the six children mentioned that other recommendations, including from friends,
teachers in high school and particularly family, were the most important attribute.
Other important attributes mentioned by some participants included: (1) cost, (2) job
prospects, (3) proximity, (4) course suitability and (5) self-determination/interest.
Reputation/quality and campus facilities were only mentioned by one participant.
These eight attributes were slightly different in priority to those mentioned by the
parents. Out of these eight attributes, six had already been included as the main
attributes in the conjoint questionnaire. Two attributes – course suitability and selfdetermination/interest – had also been included in the questionnaire, but as additional
questions.
After all interview data had been read and analysed a number of times, the results
verified the inclusion of six important attributes and corresponding levels in the draft
questionnaire. As explained in the questionnaire development and design section in
Section 4.5.1.1, all six important attributes mentioned by both parents and children
had been included in the conjoint questionnaire as main questions and the remaining
attributes as additional ones. Follow-up interviews focused on the validation of the
attributes used in the questionnaire, the exploration of these attributes’ levels that
might be appropriate and confirmation of the burden involved in the screening
process.
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The pre-testing results indicated that the six high-school leavers took on average no
more than 30 minutes to fully complete the questionnaire, as expected. The
respondents provided different preferences based on different priorities, which is
consistent with the expectation of conjoint analysis. However, there were no unusual
patterns of respondents’ responses encountered. The observation on pilot results
provided confidence that the time required to complete the survey was not onerous
and the questions were clear and understandable for the respondents. In addition, the
feedback received from those high-school leavers indicated that the survey was easy
to understand and simple to complete. Their general comments about the survey
itself were noteworthy and indicated that the survey language and the chosen
attributes and their levels were appropriate. Based on the feedback from this pilot
study, no edits were made on either the survey questions or the instructions.

4.9

Transference of Key Attributes from Pilot Study Findings

The respondents in the pilot study indicated six key attributes that were consistent
with the attributes identified in the qualitative phase of this study. Therefore, the six
key attributes were transferred to the main survey, and each was further divided into
three levels. These three levels were selected on the basis of respondent wording to
reflect the choices that might be available to high-school leavers when choosing a
public university. The rest of the attributes identified in the pilot study were simply
converted into questions with a scale of ‘important’ and ‘unimportant’.
In terms of questionnaire design and layout, no errors were identified in either the
questions or the instructions. Therefore, no modifications were carried out following
the pilot study, since the questionnaire was found to be clear and easily
understandable in its questions and its structure, and the time predicted to complete
the whole questionnaire was appropriate. The pre-test respondents described the
testing process as both convenient and realistic. For reasons of efficiency, and to
generate a higher response rate, it was decided to carry out the main survey via a
paper-based questionnaire.
As the criteria and their importance were found to be true in each of the qualitative
studies, six attributes were finally selected to include in the full-profile conjoint
survey based on the pilot study, the findings of the primary qualitative investigation
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and the theoretical background. These six attributes, in fact, were similar to those
already included in the initial design of the questionnaire as the stimuli for the
conjoint profiles. Ultimately, the sample used to obtain the pilot data consisted of
high-school leaver students, who would not be participating in the main survey
questionnaire. The pilot data results were not also included in the main survey data.
However, descriptive analysis for both the pilot study and the main survey were very
similar, and it can therefore be assumed that the most important attributes for the
choice of university identified in the pilot study could be applied to the main survey.
The questionnaire was finalised based on the original draft tested by participants
involved in the pilot study, and the full-profile conjoint study was launched for the
data-collection process.

4.10 Results of the Main Survey
This section presents the results of the questionnaire survey conducted with highschool leavers in four provinces in Java, Indonesia. A total of 625 students completed
the conjoint survey, for a 100% response rate. Low consistency scores of the
validation sample (minimum Kendall’s tau

= 0.40) eliminated 222 (35.52%)

subjects from the analysis to increase the validity and reliability of the model (Burns
& Bush 2010; Hair et al. 2010). In the current study, the 403 (64.48%) remaining
subjects were sufficient to ensure appropriate interpretation of the results.
It is necessary to explain how importance scores are derived before reporting the
results. Two types of scores were produced by conjoint analysis: importance scores
and utility scores for values of attributes. Importance scores provide an overall
indication of the influence of an attribute, such as reputation, in the decision-making
process. The importance scores were derived from the utility scores. The attribute
with the biggest range in utility scores served as the most important attribute. The
higher the score, the more important the attribute. The importance scores display
relative importance, presented as a percentage. Given that the importance scores are
ratio-scaled data and are relative within-study measures, an attribute with 20%
importance can be considered twice as important in the choice process as an attribute
with 10% importance (Orme 2005). One attribute can be compared with another in
terms of importance within a conjoint study, but when an attribute’s importance is
computed, it is always relative to the other attributes in the study (Orme 2005).
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Utility scores provide further insight into respondents’ choice by measuring the
relative desirability or worth. The scores are “zero-based” numbers, which means
that the average preference score is 0 (Orme 2005; Garver & Divine 2008, p201).
The higher the utility score, the more desirable the attribute (Orme 2005). Positive
scores are more preferred than negative, meaning that the largest positive utility
score is more preferred, while the largest negative utility score is less preferred than
the other levels of the same attribute. The part-worth utility value of one attribute
cannot be compared to that of another attribute because the part-worth utilities are
estimated on an interval scale. However, Orme (2005) argued that the difference
between the utility values of two levels of one attribute can be compared to that
between the utility values of two levels of another attribute. Therefore, the attribute
level that possesses a high utility has a large positive influence on respondents’
selection of university.
As mentioned earlier, importance scores were calculated at the individual level first,
and then aggregated. For this analysis, the aggregated importance scores only
included those 403 samples with relatively high predictive accuracy for both the
estimation model and the holdouts (correlation 0.40 or above) and who rated all 22
options.
In this study, two conjoint models were developed and reported. First, the aggregate
model analysed all 403 responses and assumed homogenous preferences. Second, the
segmented model split the data from the cluster analysis and into separate segments.
The background data of respondents was first examined to ensure that the sample
generally reflected the undergraduate population of interest, and these results, in
concurrence with descriptive analysis of the data, were reported and discussed in the
first part of this section. The data obtained from the conjoint-analysis section of the
questionnaire was then used to estimate part-worth utility functions for each
respondent; subsequently, the relative importance attached to the six attributes was
included in the design. Four additional questions that related to the other factors that
might influence the selection of a public university are presented afterward.
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4.10.1 Results of the Aggregate Model
Conjoint analysis allows the researcher to investigate prospective students’
preferences and determine the importance of each university attribute at both the
individual and aggregate levels. The most common approach to interpreting partworth or utility scores is to examine the aggregate preference function. The aggregate
preference is calculated by averaging the part-worth scores across all respondents.
The results of the aggregate preference conducted by SPSS/PASW Conjoint 18 are
reported in the following sections.

4.10.1.1 Socio-Demographic Profile of the Respondents in the Aggregate Model
The last section of the conjoint questionnaire was devoted to participants’ personal
details. This was done to gain insight into the demographic profile of the high-school
leavers as the sample in the experiment. A limited number of questions to elicit
background profiles were included in the questionnaire due to concerns about the
burden on survey respondents. Therefore, respondents were only asked to provide
information on their gender, hometown, high-school background, and university
choice. All qualified survey participants responded to all questions in the conjoint
questionnaires, although they were given an option not to respond to all questions
related to their background information. The distribution of respondents in each
region is presented in Table 4.4.
Table 4.4 Distribution of Respondents
Region

Frequency

Percentage (%)

76

18.86

Central Java

146

36.23

Yogyakarta

36

8.93

East Java

145

35.98

Total

403

100.00

Jakarta

This study involved 403 respondents from four provinces in Java, Indonesia. Among
the total respondents, there were slightly more high-school leavers from Central Java
province (146, or 36.23%) than East Java province (145, or 35.98%). High-school
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leavers from Jakarta province numbered only 76 (18.86%), and the remaining 36
(8.93%) students were from Yogyakarta.
Table 4.5 reflects respondents’ gender.

Region

Table 4.5 Gender of Respondent
Gender

Total

Male

Female

Jakarta

46

30

76

Central Java

72

74

146

Yogyakarta

12

24

36

East Java

87

58

145

217

186

403

Total

Out of the 403 participants, there were more male (217) than female (186) students,
but there were enough of each gender for the purposes of the present study. Looking
further, it can be seen that the gender distribution of respondents from Central Java
was somewhat equal between male and female (72 and 74 respectively). In Jakarta
and East Java province, the number of male respondents was relatively higher than
female, while in Yogyakarta, female respondents were double the number of male
respondents.

Region

Table 4.6 Respondents’ Hometown
Hometown

Total

Inside

Outside

43

33

76

Central Java

112

34

146

Yogyakarta

21

15

36

East Java

110

35

145

Total

286

117

403

Jakarta

Table 4.6 presents respondents’ place of origin. The majority of the respondents
(286) were from inside the region where they resided at the time of the survey, and
117 were from outside the region where they resided at the time of the survey.
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Similarly, when respondents were reclassified by their province of origin, it was
found that the biggest proportion of respondents in each province came from the part
of the province where they resided at the time of the survey.
Table 4.7 High-School Graduation Year of the Respondent
Hometown
High-School Graduation Year
Province of
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
Origin

Total

Jakarta

-

1

1

21

53

76

Central Java

2

1

5

15

123

146

Yogyakarta

-

-

-

2

34

36

East Java

-

12

3

13

117

145

Total

2

14

9

51

327

403

The greatest proportion of respondents in each province graduated from their high
school in the most recent year (2011). Among all graduation-year groups, the highest
proportion (327 or about 81.14%) graduated in the year in which the survey was
conducted. The second-highest proportion (51, or about 7.9%) graduated the year
before (2010). Interestingly, slightly fewer high-school leavers graduated in 2009 (9)
than in 2008 (14). The remaining two respondents had graduated one year earlier, in
2007. The large number of respondents who had graduated in the recent year or were
fresh graduates corresponded with a typical sample of high-school leavers for the
purposes of the present study.
The types of respondents’ high school are presented in Table 4.8.

Region

Table 4.8 Types of High School of Respondents
Type of High School

Total

Public

Private

Other

Jakarta

59

16

1

76

Central Java

122

20

4

146

Yogyakarta

31

5

-

36

East Java

112

32

1

145

Total

324

73

6

403
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Table 4.8 shows the types of high school that the participant graduated from. Out of
the 403 respondents, the majority, 324, graduated from public high schools, 73
graduated from private high schools and the remaining six respondents graduated
from other high schools (e.g. Islamic or Christian high schools).
Table 4.9 Number of Respondents who had taken a Course before Applying to a
University
Number of Respondents
Region
Total
Ever
Never
Jakarta

4

72

76

Central Java

17

129

146

Yogyakarta

6

30

36

East Java

8

137

145

35

368

403

Total

Table 4.9 presents the number of respondents who had taken a course before applied
at the university. Only 35 out of the 403 respondents ever attended a course (e.g.
vocational or technical courses) at the university to which they intended to apply;
368 had never studied before at the university to which they intended to apply.
Out of 35 respondents, it was found that some of the respondents had attended a
vocational or technical course at an institution, and that this institution was not their
first-choice university. Table 4.10 indicates the number of students who had ever
taken a course either at their first-choice institution or at other institutions.

Location

Table 4.10 University Preferences of the Respondents
Current University as the First Choice

Total

Yes

No

1

3

4

Central Java

14

3

17

Yogyakarta

1

5

6

East Java

1

7

8

17

18

35

Jakarta

Total
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Eighteen respondents (51.43%) had taken a vocational or technical course in other
institutions, and these institutions were not their first-choice university. In contrast,
17 (49.57%) respondents had taken a course at a university, which later became their
first choice. Interestingly, 14 respondents out of 17 respondents in Central Java
stated that they had taken a vocational or technical course before in their first-choice
university.
Table 4.11 gives the number of universities to which each participant applied.
Table 4.11 Number of Universities to which Respondents Applied
Number of Universities Applied To
Region

Total

2

3

5

37

34

76

Central Java

48

52

46

146

Yogyakarta

4

13

10

36

East Java

25

70

50

145

Total

82

172

140

403

1
Jakarta

Given the chance to choose up to three universities, as is possible in the Indonesian
higher-education entry system, the majority of high-school leavers in the current
study chose either two or three universities (172 and 140 respectively). Only 82
respondents were confident choosing only one university.
The next two sections focus on the statistical results from the conjoint questionnaire
for the aggregate model. The descriptive statistics of the respondent are presented
first, followed by the conjoint-analysis results.

4.10.1.2 Descriptive Statistic of the Respondents in Aggregate Model
Section Two of the questionnaire dealt with the relative importance students attached
to different university characteristics, mainly referred to as choice criteria in this
study. There are 22 profiles containing the combination of the six attributes and their
levels on a 10-point rating scale ranging from ‘Do not prefer’ to ‘Do prefer’. For the
discussion of the preference of profile, reference is made to the utility scores based
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on the corresponding level of preference (1 = Do not prefer and 10 = Do prefer). The
mean, median, mode, standard deviation and number of responses for each profile
are shown in Table 4.12.
A few points about the data in Table 4.12 should be noted:
a. Profile 20 in the holdout case was indicated as the most preferable
combination, since the majority of respondents preferred this profile, as
indicated by its mode a median score of 8 and a mean of 7.75. It has the
lowest standard deviation (1.647), indicating that most respondents had a
high agreement on the importance of this profile. This university profile is
characterised by average total expenses, strong reputation, far proximity,
good job prospects, strong recommendations from family, friends and/or
teachers and great campus atmosphere.
b. In the main conjoint profile, the most preferable combination was profile 16,
as shown by its higher mean response (7.04) than other main profiles. The
majority of respondents preferred this profile, as shown by its mode score of
8 and median of 7. It has a lower standard deviation (1.998) than the other
main profiles, indicating that respondents had a high agreement on the
importance of this profile. This university profile is characterised by high
total expenses, strong reputation, close proximity, good job prospects, strong
recommendations from family, friends and/or teachers and great campus
atmosphere.
c. The high-school leavers attached the lowest preference to profile 4, which is
characterised by high total expenses, poor reputation, moderate proximity,
average job prospects, none/negative recommendations from family, friends
and/or teachers and great campus atmosphere. Their low preference was
indicated by a mode score of 2, a median of 3 and a mean of 3.71, with a
standard deviation of 2.074.
d. Respondents differed the most with regard to the importance of profile 18,
which is characterised by low total expenses, average reputation, far
proximity, good job prospects, none/negative recommendations from family,
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friends and/or teachers and great campus atmosphere, as the standard
deviation was the highest (2.510). Next, with a standard deviation of 2.410,
was profile 19, which is characterised by low total expenses, strong
reputation,

close

proximity,

average

job

prospects,

none/negative

recommendations from family, friends and/or teachers and great campus
atmosphere. If the standard deviation is small – that is, if the scores are close
to the mean – there is high consistency or agreement on the importance of
this profile. In contrast, a high standard deviation indicates inconsistency in
or differences regarding the importance of this profile. The standard deviation
therefore suggests that the data is varied, signifying that there is no high
consistency or agreement on this profile.
Table 4.12 Descriptive Statistics of the Respondents in Aggregate Model (n = 403)

Mean

Median

Mode

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Standard Deviation

1

57

49

37

72

59

46

53

27

2

1

403

4.32

4

4

2.199

2

34

42

59

46

65

62

48

42

4

1

403

4.70

5

5

2.168

3

4

7

23

36

74

97

66

72

16

8

403

6.07

6

6

1.771

4

66

76

68

52

47

48

28

16

2

0

403

3.71

3

2

2.074

5

30

58

50

53

54

59

60

26

9

4

403

4.67

5

7

2.223

6

2

10

21

26

57

69

114

63

33

8

403

6.37

7

7

1.795

7

62

55

40

61

64

50

51

16

1

3

403

4.17

4

5

2.185

8

46

65

60

57

64

49

39

10

10

3

403

4.15

4

2

2.148

9

4

9

40

48

73

111

84

23

6

5

403

5.56

6

6

1.655

10

83

63

56

48

58

45

37

9

2

2

403

3.72

3

1

2.151

11

27

25

58

67

71

94

41

15

5

0

403

4.69

5

6

1.860

12

6

16

22

43

50

64

91

70

17

24

403

6.20

7

7

2.067

13

4

5

19

32

65

98

85

58

27

10

403

6.24

6

6

1.757

14

20

20

49

52

59

59

67

60

16

1

403

5.38

6

7

2.139

Profile

1

Number of
Respondents (n)

Frequency of Respondents’ Answers
Do not prefer

Do prefer
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15

1

4

23

20

52

71

79

89

43

21

403

6.71

7

8

1.853

16

2

7

16

24

36

51

83

88

52

44

403

7.04

7

8

1.998

17

10

15

21

47

61

105

88

43

12

1

403

5.72

6

6

1.784

18

60

32

25

41

48

69

62

43

15

8

403

4.99

5

6

2.510

19a

25

56

33

30

49

63

75

43

20

9

403

5.26

6

7

2.410

20a

1

2

6

10

19

36

73

116

88

52

403

7.75

8

8

1.647

21a

13

22

33

42

65

90

72

44

17

5

403

5.58

6

6

2.005

22a

4

2

7

20

43

74

92

84

45

32

403

6.87

7

7

1.787

Note: a is the holdout task.

The next sections will discuss the main results of conjoint survey questionnaire for
the aggregated sample.

4.10.1.3 Results from the Conjoint-Analysis Questionnaire for the Aggregate
Model
The Pearson's r and Kendall's tau statistics for this analysis, which are computed as
summary measures of goodness-of-fit between the model and the data, are very high
for this analysis for the aggregate sample (0.997 and 0.967), as they should be for
valid analyses. A strong correlation (Kendall's tau

= 0.667) was found between the

predicted model and the holdout set; this correlation was statistically significant at a
significance level of 10%, which gives strong confidence in the suitability of the
main effects model. It is always the case that the correlation coefficients calculated
for holdout profiles are lower than those for the main profiles (SPSS Inc 2007).
Similarly, the entire sample who rated all 22 options (n = 403) had a high r (0.7 or
above) for the predicted model and a higher score than 0.4 for the holdout set. The
results uphold the assumption that high-school student perceive university choice
criteria as bundles of attributes and consider personal constraints when selecting a
public university (see Table 4.13)
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Table 4.13 Validity and Reliability of the Model by Aggregate Sample
Aggregate
(n = 403)
Correlation Coefficient

Probability

Pearson’s r

.997

0.000

Kendall’s tau

.967

0.000

Kendall’s tau for holdouts

.667

0.087

While conjoint analysis provides an estimation of part-worths for each respondent,
the results have also been aggregated across the overall sample at each measurement
stage to observe any time-specific changes in utility for particular attributes. In
addition, the importance scores are computed by taking the utility range for a
particular attribute and dividing it by the sum of all the utility ranges (SPSS Inc
2007) as reported in Table 4.14.
Table 4.14 Conjoint-Analysis Results for Aggregate Sample
No

1

2

3

4

5

Attribute

Total expenses

Reputation

Proximity

Job prospects

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

Relative Importance
(rank)

13.851% (4)

18.858% (2)

11.195% (6)

18.197% (3)

25.490% (1)

Level

Utility

a. High

-.143

b. Average

.174

c. Low

-.031

a. Strong

.428

b. Average

.188

c. Poor

-.616

a. Close

.008

b. Moderate

.022

c. Far

-.030

a. Good

.537

b. Average

.041

c. Poor

-.578

a. Strongly
recommended

.824

b. Moderate support

.187

c. None/negative

-1.011
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6

Campus
atmosphere

12.408% (5)

a. Great

.171

b. Average

-.013

c. Very little

-.158
Constant

5.244

Conjoint analysis revealed the following order of importance for all respondents: 1.
advice from family, friends and/or teachers, 2. reputation, 3. job prospects, 4. total
expenses, 5. campus atmosphere, and 6. proximity. The most important attribute
(advice from family, friends and/or teachers) and the least important (proximity) are
the same for the direct measures and the conjoint analysis. Table 4.14 also shows
importance ratings by level of attributes.
As shown in Table 4.14, the student population appeared to be most concerned with
the advice from family, friends and/or teachers (relative weight = 25.490%) as an
influential factor for choosing a public university. Reputation displayed the second
highest importance rating (18.858%), followed by job prospects (18.197%) and total
expenses (13.851%). Campus atmosphere (12.408%) and proximity (11.195%)
contributed the least influence. Advice from family, friends and/or teachers was more
than twice as important for respondents than proximity and campus atmosphere.

Figure 4.3 Relative-Importance Scores of Attributes for the Aggregate Sample
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When indicating preferences for the university-choice criteria presented in the survey
(see Figure 4.3), respondents placed an average of 25.490% importance on advice
from family, friends and/or teachers. The least-valued attribute in the choice process
proximity, at 11.195%

was valued by respondents approximately half as much as

advice from family, friends and/or teachers. Similarly, other university choice
criteria, such as campus atmosphere at 12.408% and total expenses at 13.851%, were
also valued approximately half as much as advice from family, friends and/or
teachers. Reputation, with an average importance of 18.858%, and job prospects with
an average importance of 18.197%, was of approximately equal and moderate
importance to the respondents.
As might to some extent be expected, the high levels of each attribute (e.g. strong
reputation, good job prospects, strong recommendation from family, friends and/or
teachers, great campus atmosphere) were more desirable than the moderate levels,
and thus had higher utilities. Similarly, the moderate levels were more desirable than
the low levels of each university profile, and had higher utility values than the low
levels of each profiles. This does not mean that the low levels of each university
profile

which all resulted in negative utilities

were undesirable. Low levels of

total expenses may well be more acceptable to high-school leavers than high levels
of total expenses; however, all else being equal, high and moderate attribute levels
would be preferred (Orme 2005).
Within the attributes, the utilities of each level were also investigated. For example,
with advice from family, friends and/or teachers, the most utility was obtained from
Strongly Recommended (mean utility = 0.824), whereas the utility of Moderate
Support was lower (mean utility = 0.87), but higher than None/Negative
Recommendations (mean utility = −1.011). The 403 respondents obtained a higher
utility overall from strong university reputation (mean utility = 0.428) than from
average (mean utility = 0.188) and poor (mean utility = −0.616). The remaining
utilities can be read from Table 4.14.
Surprisingly, the average level of total expenses had the highest utility (mean utility
= 0.174) among the total expenses levels, compared to high (mean utility = −0.143)
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and low (mean utility = −0.031). In order words, the respondents in this study
preferred an average level of total expenses (mean utility = 0.174) and demonstrated
increasing disutility when total expenses were high (mean utility = −0.143) and low
(mean utility = −0.031). The latter shows that respondents in this survey were not
price-conscious, as they derived a higher utility from choosing a university that
involved higher total expenses. If the university of choice involved low total
expenses instead of average, there would be a consequent loss in utility of 0.205.
Also, moderate proximity had the highest utility (mean utility = 0.022) among the
proximity levels, compared to far (mean utility = −0.030) and close (mean utility =
0.008). This is interesting, as the higher utility of total expenses was associated with
the farther distance between university and students’ home.
The large jumps in the utilities from low to average in reputation (0.804), job
prospects (0.619) and advice from family, friends and/or teachers (1.198) indicate
that high-school leavers would most likely be fairly contented with a university
profile that possessed average levels of each attribute set. The increases from average
to high levels were much smaller by comparison within each attribute set

0.240

versus 0.804 for reputation; 0.496 versus 0.619 for job prospects; and 0.637 versus
1.198 for advice from family, friends and/or teachers

and thereby indicate that

respondents would likely be fairly contented with average levels in each attribute set.
However, the jumps from average to high levels were larger for advice from family,
friends and/or teachers (1.198) than for reputation (0.804) and job prospects (0.619).
This can be interpreted to mean that the high-school leavers’ preference for high
levels for advice from family, friends and/or teachers was stronger than their
preference for high levels for reputation and job prospects. The insight gained from
this is that, even though the overall impact of reputation (18.858%) and job prospects
(18.197%) were very similar, high (strong) levels for reputation were preferable to
respondents than high (good) levels for job prospects.
On the contrary, the increases from low (very little) to average in campus atmosphere
(0.145) were much smaller by comparison with the increases from average to high
levels (0.184). This indicates that high-school leavers would most likely be relatively
satisfied with a campus atmosphere with high (great) levels.
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Further analysis of the advice from family, friends and/or teachers (Table 4.14)
suggests a high preference for Strongly Recommended (mean utility = 0.824). If this
type of support was unavailable, the students in this sample appeared less inclined to
attend a university with Moderate Support (mean utility = 0.187) and might possibly
forego a university education if there were no support at all (mean utility = −1.011).
This result supports the concerns raised about family, friends and/or teachers’
recommendations in the qualitative phase of this study. As suspected, strong
recommendations by family, friends and/or teachers increased the likelihood of
choosing university nearby. Although respondents did not express their highest
preference for close proximity (mean utility = 0.008), moderate proximity seemed
more reasonable (mean utility = 0.022) for them than far (mean utility = −0.030).
As expected, strong reputation and increased likelihood of finding a good job
contributed positively to overall utility. The respondents also demonstrated minimum
utility for poor job prospects after graduation (mean utility = −0.578), moderate
utility for moderate job prospects (mean utility = 0.22), and a strong preference for
good job prospects (mean utility = 0.537). Not surprisingly, the respondents in this
study also preferred a great campus atmosphere (mean utility = 0.171) and showed
increasing disutility on average (mean utility = −0.013), and very little campus
atmosphere (mean utility = −0.158).
The overall results in Table 4.14 suggest a number of conclusions. For some of the
findings, the results were obvious. For example, strong reputation, good job
prospects, great campus atmosphere and strong recommendations from family,
friends and/or teachers were preferred. Other findings were more surprising. Average
total expenses, not low, were the most preferred, even thought, as could be expected;
high total expenses were the least preferred. Moderate proximity, not close, was the
most preferred, while far proximity was the least preferred.
The other important choice criteria asked in the second part of the questionnaire are
presented in the next section.
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4.10.1.4 Other Important Choice Criteria for the Aggregate Sample
After completing the 22 choice tasks on the survey, respondents were given the
option to indicate whether they also considered other choice criteria to be important
when choosing a public university. The results would then be analysed using a
descriptive research design. For each university-choice factor addressed in the
survey, the mean (a measure of central tendency) and the standard deviation (a
measure of variability) were calculated (n = 403) using SPSS/PASW Conjoint 18.0
software.
Table 4.15 Descriptive Statistics of Other Important Choice Criteria for the
Aggregate Sample

Mode

Median

Mean

Important

Number of
Respondents (n)

Unimportant

Choice
Criteria

Standard Deviation

Frequency of Respondents’ Answer

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

University
Offers

2

4

4

5

21

20

43

77

68

159 403 8.40 8.88 10

1.848

SelfMotivation/
Determination/
Challenge

4

1

0

1

3

20

55

89

93

137 403 8.56 8.80 10

1.517

Suitability
Course

1

1

1

2

9

12

39

98

85

155 403 8.69 8.96 10

1.430

2

2

5

7

26

44

60

53

70

134 403 8.08 8.47 10

1.919

of

Promotional
Materials

Table 4.15 presents the mean and standard deviation of the other university-choice
factors. The presentation of the table follows the sequential order of questions in the
second part of the questionnaire. In descending order of the mean, in their selection
of a university, students placed the most importance on suitability of course, and
least importance on promotional material by university. Self-motivation/
determination/challenge was rated lower than suitability of course, but higher than
university offers (e.g. scholarships). Moreover, university-choice factors with larger
standard deviations indicated more variability in student responses. In this case, the
promotional-materials factor (such as brochures detailing campus facilities, courses
and subjects, and opportunities after graduation) had more variability in student
responses.
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The next section presents the results of cluster analysis used for grouping samples
into homogenous segments.

4.10.2 Results of the Segmented Model
The third research question posed in the study focused on whether there are groups
of students for whom different factors are more important. To address this question,
the researcher first performed cluster analysis to determine the number of clusters,
and identify the cluster membership from the utility scores of each respondent on all
profiles from the conjoint questionnaires. Subsequently, conjoint analysis was
performed on each segment to investigate which attributes were more important, and
what combinations of attributes were most preferable, for each segment.

4.10.2.1 Results of Cluster Analysis
Preliminary cluster analysis was performed through a hierarchical method. Ward’s
procedure, combined with the Squared Euclidean distance measure, was used to
determine the number of clusters. For this purpose, the researcher calculated the
standardised partial utility values of each respondent on all profiles from the conjoint
questionnaires. From the information given in the Agglomeration schedule, it was
found that the values of coefficients began to increase as the number of clusters
reduced from 403. The largest percentage increase in the coefficients occurred in
going from two clusters to one. Therefore, two was selected as the number of clusters
in the data.
Once the number of the clusters was determined, the next step was to identify the
cluster membership by using a non-hierarchical method. The K-means method was
applied based on the two clusters found in the hierarchical method. The initial cluster
centres were supplied by SPSS 18. With these values taken as initial centres, the final
solution was achieved after the third iteration. Finally, cluster analysis identified the
distribution of the 403 respondents in the initial cluster as two homogeneous student
segments of 80 (19.85%) and 323 (80.15%) respondents respectively. Each group
represented a different preference-based segment, and was substantial in size. After
the number of clusters was identified, the next step was to identify the characteristics
of each cluster, and to label it based on those characteristics.
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The next sections show the socio-demographic profile of the respondents in each
segment and what variables had the most impact on driving student membership into
different segments through conjoint analysis.

4.10.2.2 Socio-Demographic Profile of the Respondent in Segmented Model
Descriptive statistics were calculated based on the respondents’ answers to the
background questions at the end of the survey questionnaires. Concerning the burden
on survey respondents in responding to the full profile of the conjoint survey, they
were asked only to provide basic demographic information: gender, hometown, and
high-school background and university choices (Table 4.16).
Table 4.16 Distribution of Respondents in Each Segment
Segment 2

Segment 1
Region
Frequency

Percentage
(%)

Frequency

Percentage (%)

3

0.74

73

18.11

Central Java

69

17.12

77

19.11

Yogyakarta

0

0

36

8.93

East Java

8

1.99

137

34.00

80

19.85

323

80.15

Jakarta

Total

The distribution of respondents in each segment varied. In Segment 1, the majority of
respondents represented Central Java province (69 out of 80), while in Segment 2,
the majority of respondents represented East Java province (137 out of 323).
Interestingly, none of the respondents in Segment 1 were high-school leavers from
Central Java province. Three respondents were from Jakarta, and the remaining eight
from East Java. In segment 2, the number of high-school leavers from Central Java
(77) was slightly higher than from Jakarta (73). The remaining 36 students in
Segment 2 were from Yogyakarta.
Table 4.17 reflects the gender of participants.
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Region

Table 4.17 Gender of Respondents for Each Segment
Segment 1
Segment 2
Male

Jakarta

Female

Male

Female

Total

2

1

44

29

76

Central Java

34

35

38

39

146

Yogyakarta

0

0

12

24

36

East Java

4

4

83

54

145

40

40

177

146

403

Total

The majority of respondents were male. Interestingly, the gender distribution in
Segment 1 was equal, with 40 male and 40 female respondents. However, none of
the respondents in this segment was from Yogyakarta. In Segment 2, there were 177
male respondents and 146 female respondents. Although the number of male
respondents in the segment two was higher, the number of female respondents from
Yogyakarta in this segment was doubled that of male. Also in Segment 2, the number
of male respondents from Central Java was nearly equal the number of female.
However, in Jakarta and East Java, the number of male respondents was higher than
the number of female.
Table 4.18 presents participants place of origin.

Region
Jakarta

Table 4.18 Respondents’ Hometown for Each Segment
Segment 1
Segment 2
Inside

Outside

Inside

Outside

Total

1

2

42

31

76

54

15

58

19

146

Yogyakarta

-

-

21

15

36

East Java

7

1

103

34

145

62

18

224

99

403

Central Java

Total

The participants from the both segments included both in-province and out-ofprovince residents. Sixty-two of the respondents from the Segment 1 were inprovince, and 18 were out-of-province. In Segment 2, 224 respondents were inprovince residents, and the remaining 99 were out-of-province. Interestingly, the
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majority of Segment 1 came from Central Java, but Segment 2 was dominated by
high-school leavers from East Java.
Table 4.19 shows the respondents’ high-school graduation year.
Table 4.19 Respondents’ High-School Graduation Year for Each Segment
Segment 1

Segment 2

Region

Total
2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

Jakarta

-

-

-

-

3

-

1

1

21

50

76

Central Java

2

-

1

5

61

-

1

4

10

62

146

Yogyakarta

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

2

34

36

East Java

-

1

-

-

7

0

11

3

13

110

145

Total

2

1

1

5

71

1

13

8

46

256

403

The year of graduation ranged from 2007 to 2011. As expected, the majority of
respondents in both segments graduated in the most recent year, 2011 (71 and 256
respectively). Five respondents in Segment 1 who graduated in 2010 and 46 of the in
Segment 2 graduated in 2010. One respondent in Segment 1 and eight in Segment 2
graduated in 2009. One respondent in Segment 1 and 13 in Segment 2 graduated in
2008. The remaining two respondents in Segment 1 and one in Segment 2 graduated
in 2007.
The types of high school that the participant graduated from are presented in Table
4.20.
Table 4.20 Respondent’s Type of High School for Each Segment
Segment 1

Segment 2

Region

Total
Public

Private

Other

Public

Private

Other

Jakarta

3

-

-

56

16

1

76

Central Java

57

10

2

65

10

2

146

Yogyakarta

-

-

-

31

5

-

36

East Java

7

1

-

105

31

1

145

Total

67

11

2

257

62

4

403

145

Out of 403, 67 respondents in Segment 1 and 257 in Segment 2 – a majority in both
segments – graduated from public high schools; 11 respondents in Segment 1 and 62
in Segment 2 graduated from private high schools. The remaining two respondents in
Segment 1 and four in Segment 2 graduated from other high schools (e.g. Islamic
and Christian high schools).
Few respondents in the study had attended courses (e.g. vocational or technical)
before applying to a university, as shown in Table 4.21.
Table 4.21 Number of Respondents Who Took a Course before Applying to a
University for Each Segment
Segment 1
Segment 2
Region
Total
Ever
Never
Ever
Never
Jakarta

-

3

4

69

76

Central Java

7

62

10

67

146

Yogyakarta

-

-

6

30

36

East Java

1

7

7

130

145

Total

8

72

27

296

403

Table 4.21 shows that respondents in both segments were fresh graduates and had
never attended courses (e.g. vocational or technical) before they applied to a
university. Only eight respondents from Segment 1 and 27 respondents from
Segment 2 had have ever taken such courses before applying to a university.
From those respondents who ever attended courses before applied to a university,
however, it was found that some had attended a course at another institution besides
the university they planned to choose.
Table 4.22 how many respondents attended a course at the university of their first
choice.
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Table 4.22 Respondents Who Attended Their First-Choice University for Each
Segment
Segment 1
Segment 2
Region
Total
Yes
No
Yes
No
Jakarta

-

-

1

3

4

Central Java

6

1

8

2

17

Yogyakarta

-

-

1

5

6

East Java

-

1

1

6

8

Total

6

2

11

16

35

Out of 35 participants in both segments who had ever taken a course before gaining
entry to the university, it was found that the majority in Segment 1 (6) had attended
courses (e.g. vocational or technical) at their eventual first-choice university before
they had applied. On the other hand, the majority in Segment 2 (16) had attended
courses (e.g. vocational or technical) in universities or institutions other than their
eventual first-choice university. However, in total, the numbers of those who had
attended courses in their eventual first-choice university and those who had attended
courses in universities or institutions other than their eventual first choice were
nearly equal (17 and 18 respectively).
Table 4.23 shows the number of universities to which each respondent applied.
Table 4.23 Number of Universities to which Each Respondent Applied for Each
Segment
Segment 1

Segment 2

Region

Total
1

2

3

1

2

3

-

2

1

5

35

33

76

Central Java

22

25

22

25

27

25

146

Yogyakarta

-

-

-

4

13

10

36

East Java

3

4

1

22

66

49

145

Total

25

31

24

56

141

117

403

Jakarta

Even though Indonesian students have the opportunity to apply to up to three
universities, 31 respondents in Segment 1 and 141 in Segment 2 chose two
universities. The number of respondents in Segment 1 who chose one and three
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universities was fairly different (25 and 24 respectively), while in Segment 2 the
number who chose three universities was more than double those who chose one
(117 and 56 respectively).
The next two sections in this chapter focus on the statistical results from the conjoint
questionnaire for the segmented model.
4.10.2.3 Descriptive Statistics of the Respondent in the Segmented Model
Section Two in the questionnaire investigated the relative importance students
attached to the university choice criteria in this study. Using a 10-point rating scale
ranging from ‘Do not prefer’ to ‘Do prefer’, the respondents evaluated 22 profiles
containing combinations of the six attributes at their three levels. The mean, median,
mode and standard deviation of their responses are presented below, in one table for
each segment.
Table 4.24 Descriptive Statistics for Respondents in Segment 1 (n = 80)
Mean

Median

Mode

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Standard
Deviation

1

0

0

2

3

5

9

39

21

1

0

80

6.84

7

7

1.185

2

0

0

1

1

4

20

20

31

3

0

80

7.03

7

8

1.147

3

0

0

0

1

12

33

17

16

1

0

80

6.48

6

6

1.055

4

24

36

12

1

1

1

1

4

0

0

80

2.33

2

2

1.690

5

15

38

20

3

2

1

1

0

0

0

80

2.33

2

2

1.111

6

0

1

1

1

6

10

39

20

2

0

80

6.88

7

7

1.184

7

40

24

6

3

2

1

3

1

0

0

80

2.04 1.5

1

1.603

8

25

34

11

6

0

3

1

0

0

0

80

2.19

2

2

1.284

9

0

1

2

6

7

43

17

3

1

0

80

5.96

6

6

1.141

10

47

22

5

2

0

2

2

0

0

0

80

1.75

1

1

1.317

11

0

0

2

4

10

47

15

1

1

0

80

5.95

6

6

0.953

12

0

1

0

1

3

12

34

24

2

3

80

7.14

7

7

1.209

13

0

1

1

2

13

42

14

4

2

1

80

6.10

6

6

1.176

Profile

1

Number of
Respondent
(n)

Frequency of Respondents’ Answer
Do not prefer

Do prefer
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14

0

0

0

2

3

8

27

31

9

0

80

7.36 7.5

8

1.094

15

0

0

1

0

0

10

30

31

4

4

80

7.46

7

8

1.078

16

0

0

0

0

4

10

24

34

7

1

80

7.41

8

8

1.027

17

1

0

1

1

8

37

24

8

0

0

80

6.28

6

6

1.102

18

48

17

6

3

0

5

0

1

0

0

80

1.88

1

1

1.513

19a

18

39

11

6

0

2

3

0

1

0

80

2.44

2

2

1.566

20a

0

0

0

0

0

3

14

23

30

10

80

8.38 8.5

9

1.036

21a

0

1

0

0

13

29

24

7

5

1

80

6.50

6

6

1.243

22a

0

0

1

1

15

29

19

11

4

0

80

6.41

6

6

1.198

Note: a is a holdout task.

The following can be deduced from Table 24:
a. Respondents in Segment 1 predominantly preferred profile 20, one of the
holdout cases, as the most preferable combination, since a score of 9 was the
mode for this profile, the median score was 8.5 and the mean score was 8.38.
This profile had a low standard deviation (1.036), indicating that the
respondents had a high conformity on the importance of this profile. This
university profile combination consists of average total expenses, strong
reputation, far proximity, good job prospects, strong recommendations from
family, friends and/or teachers and great campus atmosphere.
b. Respondent in Segment 1 put profile 15 as the most preferable main conjoint
profile, with a higher mean score (7.46) than the other main profiles. A score
of 8 was the mode, and 7 was the median, indicating that the majority of
respondents did prefer this profile. Because the profile had a fairly low
standard deviation (1.078) relative to the other main profiles, respondents in
this segment had a high conformity on the importance of this profile. This
university profile is characterised by average total expenses, average
reputation,

moderate

proximity,

average

job

prospects,

strong

recommendations from family, friends and/or teachers and great campus
atmosphere.
c. The majority of high- school leavers in Segment 1 attached the lowest
preference to profile 10, which is characterised by high total expenses,
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average reputation, close proximity, poor job prospects, none/negative
recommendations. This indicates that most respondents did not prefer this
profile.
d. Respondents differed the most with regard to the importance of profile 4,
which is characterised by high total expenses, poor reputation, moderate
proximity, average job prospects, none/negative recommendations by family,
friends and/or teachers and great campus atmosphere, as the standard
deviation is the highest (1.690). Profile 7, which is characterised by average
total expenses, strong reputation, moderate proximity, poor job prospects,
none/negative recommendations from family, friends and/or teachers and
average campus atmosphere, had a standard deviation of 1.607. The data
varied, suggesting that respondents had a low level of agreement on these
profiles.
Table 4.25 focuses on the descriptive statistics for the respondents in Segment 2.
Table 4.25 Descriptive Statistics for Respondents in Segment 2 (n = 323)
Mean

Median

Mode

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Standard
Deviation

1

57

49

35

69

54

37

14

6

1

1

323

3.69

4

4

1.929

2

34

42

58

45

61

42

28

11

1

1

323

4.12

4

5

1.966

3

4

7

23

35

62

64

49

56

15

8

323

5.97

6

6

1.895

4

42

40

56

51

46

47

27

12

2

0

323

4.05

4

3

2.019

5

15

20

30

50

52

58

59

26

9

4

323

5.25

5

7

2.042

6

2

9

20

25

51

59

75

43

31

8

323

6.24

6

7

1.898

7

22

31

34

58

62

49

48

15

1

3

323

4.70

5

5

1.980

8

21

31

49

51

64

46

38

10

10

3

323

4.63

5

5

2.041

9

4

8

38

42

66

68

67

20

5

5

323

5.46

6

6

1.747

10

36

41

51

46

58

43

35

9

2

2

323

4.20

4

5

2.037

11

27

25

56

63

61

47

26

14

4

0

323

4.38

4

4

1.898

12

6

15

22

42

47

52

57

46

15

21

323

5.97

6

7

2.169

Profile

1

Number of
Respondents
(n)

Frequency of Respondents’ Answer
Do not prefer

Do prefer
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13

4

4

18

30

52

56

71

54

25

9

323

6.27

6

7

1.873

14

20

20

49

50

56

51

40

29

7

1

323

4.89

5

5

2.048

15

1

4

22

20

52

61

49

58

39

17

323

6.53

7

6

1.956

16

2

7

16

24

32

41

59

54

45

43

323

6.95

7

7

2.164

17

9

15

20

46

53

68

64

35

12

1

323

5.58

6

6

1.892

18

12

15

19

38

48

64

62

42

15

8

323

5.76

6

6

2.074

19a

7

17

22

24

49

61

72

43

19

9

323

5.95

6

7

2.046

20a

1

2

6

10

19

33

59

93

58

42

323

7.60

8

8

1.733

21a

13

21

33

42

52

61

48

37

12

4

323

5.35

6

6

2.092

22a

4

2

6

19

28

45

73

73

41

32

323

7.11

7

7

1.881

Note: a is the holdout task.

Table 4.25 highlights the following points:
a. Profile 20 one of the holdout cases, was the combination most preferred by
respondents in Segment 2, with a mode and median of 8 and a mean of 7.60.
This profile had the lowest standard deviation, 1.733, indicating that
respondents had a high level of conformity on the importance of this profile.
This university profile combination consists of average total expenses, strong
reputation, far proximity, good job prospects, strong recommendations from
family, friends and/or teachers and great campus atmosphere.
b. Out of the 18 main conjoint profiles, respondents in Segment 2 most
preferred profile 16, with a mean of 6.95 and a mode and median of 7.
However, the profile had a higher standard deviation (2.164) than the other
main profiles, meaning that respondents in this segment had a low conformity
on the importance of this profile. This university profile is characterised by
high total expenses, strong reputation, close proximity, good job prospects,
strong recommendations form family, friends and/or teachers, and great
campus atmosphere.
c. The combination least preferred by the majority of the high-schools leavers in
Segment 1 was profile 1, which is characterised by low total expenses, poor
reputation, close proximity, poor job prospects, moderate support from
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family, friends and/or teachers and great campus atmosphere. This profile had
a mode and median of 4 and a mean of 3.69, with a standard deviation of
1.929, signifying that respondents did not prefer this profile.
d. Responses for profile 12, which is characterised by average total expenses,
poor

reputation,

close

proximity,

good

job

prospects,

strong

recommendations from family, friends and/or teachers and average campus
atmosphere, differed the most, with a standard deviation of 2.169. Profile 16
then followed with the standard deviation of 2.164: this profile is
characterised by high total expenses, strong reputation, close proximity, good
job prospects, strong recommendations from family, friends and/or teachers
and great campus atmosphere. The data for these profiles was diverse,
indicating that respondents had a high level of disagreement on these profiles.
The following section concentrates on the results from the conjoint-analysis
questionnaire for the segmented model.

4.10.2.4 Results from the Conjoint-Analysis Questionnaire for the Segmented
Model
The application of market-segmentation analysis to the conjoint results allows the
researcher to conduct further analysis of the collected data to determine whether the
respondents in each market segment differ from those in other segments based on
conjoint part-worths data. In this study, a market-segmentation analysis was
conducted, using all attribute ratings, to ascertain if clearly defined clusters of
consumers existed. A two-cluster solution was found to have the best fit. The first
cluster contained 80 respondents and the second contained 323. Each of these
clusters had different perceptions of the relative importance of the attributes; they
were analysed separately and the results contrasted (Tables 4.27).
Table 4.26 Validity and Reliability of the Model by Segment
Segment 1
(n = 80)

Pearson’s r

Segment 2
(n = 323)

Correlation
Coefficient

Probability

.997

0.000

Correlation
Probability
Coefficient
.995

0.000
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Kendall’s tau

.901

0.000

.961

0.000

Kendall’s tau for holdouts

1.000

0.021

1.000

0.021

The validity of the conjoint model assessed how well the model fitted the ratings for
an individual. The model had a good fit, according to both the association measures.
The validities of the two segments were highly correlated (see Table 4.26): Segment
1 had a Pearson's r = of 0.997 and a Kendall's tau
Pearson's r = of 0.995 and a Kendall's tau

= of 0.901; Segment 2 had a

= of 0.961. These, were close to one,

which indicated that there was a good agreement between the model and the obtained
data. The Kendall’s tau value for the four-holdout cards were also very high and
perfectly correlated for both segments (Kendall's tau

= 1.000) and statistically

significant at a significance level of 10%, which indicated that there was a good
agreement between the predicted model and the holdout set: this further validated the
model. It is always the case that the correlation coefficients calculated for holdout
profiles are lower than the correlation coefficients of main profiles (SPSS Inc 2007).
Table 4.27 Conjoint Analysis Results for Segmented Sample
Attribute/
Level

No

Total expenses
1

Relative Importance/
Utility (rank)
Segment 1

Segment 2

(n = 80)

(n = 323)

8.296% (3)

15.227% (4)

a.

High

.025

-.185

b.

Average

-.010

.220

c.

Low

-.015

-.035

7.166% (6)

21.754% (1)

Reputation
a.

Strong

.046

.523

b.

Average

-.102

.260

c.

Poor

.056

-.783

7.500% (5)

12.110% (6)

2

Proximity
a.

Close

.050

-.003

b.

Moderate

.050

.015

c.

Far

-.100

-.012

Job prospects

8.499% (2)

20.599% (2)

.010

.667

3

4
a.

Good
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b.

Average

-.037

.061

c.

Poor

.027

-.728

60.245% (1)

16.882% (3)

Advice from family, friends and/or teachers
a.

Strongly recommended

2.025

.526

b.

Moderate support

1.076

-.033

c.

None/negative recommendations

-3.104

-.493

8.294% (4)

13.427% (5)

5

Campus atmosphere
a.

Great

.177

.169

b.

Average

-.212

.036

c.

Very little

.035

-.206

5.188

5.258

6

Constant

A comparison of the conjoint relative importance of the six attributes studied showed
that, in general, respondents found advice from family, friends and/or teachers,
reputation and job prospects to be the three most important attributes, while total
expenses, proximity and campus atmosphere were the three least important.
However, importance varied among sample segments, as shown in Table 4.27.

Figure 4.4 Relative-Importance Scores of Attributes by Segment
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As presented in Figure 4.4, respondents in Segment 1 placed the greatest importance
on advice from family, friends and/or teachers (60.245%), which was consistent with
overall survey results (see Figure 4.3). Job prospects were considered as the second
most important attribute (8.499%). Additionally, the importance this segment placed
on total expenses was only slightly more than the importance they placed on campus
atmosphere (8.296% and 8.294% respectively). While this segment placed proximity
and reputation as the two lowest importance attributes (7.500% and 7.166%
respectively). Also of interest here is that respondents in Segment 1 gave almost the
same importance to these five attributes: job prospects received (8.499%), total
expenses (8.296%), campus atmosphere (8.294%), proximity (7.500%) and
reputation (7.166%): The exception was advice from family, friends and/or teachers,
with (60.245%).
Respondents in Segment 2 gave the most importance to reputation (21.754%) and the
least importance on proximity (12.110%). The importance this segment placed on
reputation was only slightly more than the importance they placed on job prospects
(20.599%). Interestingly, respondents in this segment placed almost equal emphasis
on advice from family, friends and/or teachers, total expenses, and campus
atmosphere (16.882%, 15.227% and 13.427% respectively). It appears the
respondents in this segment shared the commonly held belief that graduates from a
university with a good reputations will easily get a good job.
As would be expected, the high levels of each attribute (close proximity, strong
recommendation from family, friends and/or teachers and great campus atmosphere)
were more attractive for prospective students in Segment 1 than the moderate or low
levels for each university profile. However, to some extent, the low levels of each
university attribute (e.g. high total expenses, poor reputation, and poor job prospects)
may well have been acceptable to high-school leavers in Segment 1 than high or
moderate levels for each attribute, since this segment was insensitive to cost and
focused more on close ties with their social networks.
Similarly, for prospective students in Segment 2, the high levels of each attribute
(e.g. strong reputation, good job prospects, strong recommendations from family,
friends and/or teachers and great campus atmosphere) were more desirable than the
average or low levels for each university profile, and thus had higher utilities.
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However, to some extent, the moderate levels of each attribute (e.g. average total
expenses, and average proximity) were good enough for high-school leavers in
Segment 2, since this segment had a higher preference for sophisticated universities.
Respondents in Segment 1 placed almost four times more importance on advice from
family, friends and/or teachers compared to respondent in segment two (60.245%
and 16.882% respectively). Conversely, respondents in Segment 2 placed greater
importance on the other five attributes: total expenses (15.227% compared to
8.296%), reputation (21.754% compared to 7.166%), proximity (12.110% compared
to 7.500%), job prospects (20.599% compared to 8.499%) and campus atmosphere
(15.227% compared to 8.294%).
Interestingly, the respondents in Segment 1 considered reputation the least important
attribute, while those in Segment 2 gave this attribute the greatest importance.
Additionally, job prospects were second most important for both segments. The order
of importance for other attributes was fairly consistent between the two segments,
and quite interesting. For instance, total expenses were third for Segment 1. Similar
patterns were also found for campus atmosphere and proximity. Segment 1 placed
campus atmosphere fourth while Segment 2 placed it fifth. Segment 1 placed
proximity fifth, but Segment 2 placed it sixth.
Segment 1 derived the highest utility from universities with strong recommendations
from their family, friends and/or teachers, with a great campus atmosphere and close
or moderate proximity to their home. Even poor reputation, poor job prospects, or
high total expenses did not deter respondents from choosing these universities. For
this segment, recommendations from family, friends and/or teachers were the most
important attribute, and they derived the highest positive utility from strong
recommendations (mean utility = 2.025). Segment 1 considered reputation the least
important attribute. Within total expenses, high total expenses were considered to
have the highest utility, followed by low and finally average total expenses. This
shows that consumers in Segment 1 were more insensitive to price than the overall
403 respondents.
Segment 1 displayed big gaps in mean utilities from low to moderate in each of the
attributes (0.158 for reputation, 0.150 for proximity, 0.064 for job prospects, and
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4.180 for advice from family, friends and/or teachers) signifying that high-school
leavers would most likely be quite satisfied with a university profile that had
moderate levels of each attribute set. The rises from moderate to high levels were
much smaller by comparison within each attribute set: 0.148 versus 0.158 for
reputation; 0 versus 0.150 for proximity: 0.047 versus 0.064 for job prospects; and
3.101 versus 4.180 for advice from family, friends and/or teachers. However, gaps
between moderate and high levels were bigger for advice from family friends and/or
teachers (4.180) than for reputation (0.158), proximity (0.150), and job prospects
(0.064).
As with the aggregate sample, this can be interpreted to suggest that the high school
leavers’ choice in Segment 1 advice from family, friends and/or teachers was
stronger than their preference for high levels of reputation, proximity and job
prospects. The insight gained from this is that, although the overall impact of the
other five university attributes, such as reputation (7.166% importance), proximity
(7.500% importance), job prospects (8.499% importance), total expenses (8.296%
importance), and campus atmosphere (8.294% importance), high (strongly
recommended), were about the same, advice from family, friends and/or teachers
was more important to respondents than high levels for reputation, proximity and job
prospects.
Conversely, the rises from low to moderate levels in total expenses (0.050) and
campus atmosphere (0,247) were much smaller than the rises from moderate to high
levels (0.559). This indicates that high-school leavers would most likely be
somewhat content with a great campus atmosphere, even if it came with high levels
of total expenses, owing to the less-cost-sensitive characteristics of this segment.
The large jumps in Segment 2’s mean utilities from low to moderate in each of the
attributes (1.043 for reputation, 0.027 for proximity, 0.789 for job prospects, and
0.242 for campus atmosphere) indicate that high-school leavers would most likely be
fairly content with a university profile that possessed moderate levels of each
attribute set. The increases from moderate to high levels were much smaller by
comparison within each attribute set: 0.263 versus 1.043 in reputation; 0.018 versus
0.027 for proximity, 0.606 versus 0.789 for job prospects; and 0.133 versus 0.242 for
campus atmosphere. This indicates that respondents would likely be fairly content
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with moderate levels in each attribute set. However, the jumps from moderate to high
levels were larger for reputation (1.043) than for proximity (0.027), job prospects
(0.789) and campus atmosphere (0.242).
As with the aggregate sample, this can be interpreted to mean that Segment 2 highschool leavers’ preference for reputation was stronger than their preference for high
levels of proximity, job prospects, and campus atmosphere. The insight gained from
this is that, even though the overall impacts of reputation (21.754% importance) and
job prospects (20.599%) were nearly similar, high (strong) levels of reputation were
preferable to respondents than high (good) levels of job prospects.
On the contrary, the increases from low (none/negative) to moderate levels for advice
from family, friends and/or teachers (0.460) were much smaller than the increases
from moderate to high (strongly recommended) levels (0.559). This indicates that
high-school leavers would most likely be relatively satisfied with advice from
family, friends and/or teachers that strongly recommended this university.
Segment 2 had a preference for a strong reputation, and also attached a much higher
importance to a good job prospects Segment 1. The most important attributes were
reputation and job prospects, while the least important was proximity. Although
strong recommendations from family, friends and/or teachers, were preferable to
moderate and none/negative, Segment 2 derived a lower utility score for strong
recommendations than Segment 1 and the 403 respondents overall. Segment 2 had
the highest utility for average total expenses. Segment 2 high-school leavers were
therefore more sensitive on price than those in Segment 1, but similar to the 403
respondents overall.
Based on the characteristics shown in the conjoint results, Segment 1, which
represented 19.85% (80) of the sample, was labelled the ‘social networks-based
decision’ segment, while the Segment 2, which represented 80.15% (323) of the
sample, was labelled the ‘rational decision’ segment. The former represents the
group of prospective who were more dependent on recommendations from family,
friends and/or teachers and unconcerned with total expenses, compared to both the
other segment and the overall sample. The latter group of prospective students were
really concerned about the ‘best’ representative of a public university. Universities
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with strong reputation and good job prospects were given as much consideration as
those strongly recommended by family, friends and/or teachers.
As shown in Table 4.27, the two clusters differ most on the relative importance
placed on advice from family, friends and/or teachers, reputation and job prospects.
Segment 1 placed the greatest importance on advice from family, friends and/or
teachers (relative weight = 60.245%), followed by job prospects (8.499%) and total
expenses (8.296%). Unlike the aggregate model, reputation is the least important
(7.166%), proximity (7.500%) second least important. In contrast, Segment 2
considered reputation to be the most important (relative weight = 21.754%), followed
by job prospects (20.599%). This group placed advice from family, friends and/or
teachers third (16.882%), followed by total expenses (15.227%). Similar to the
aggregate model, this segment considered campus atmosphere (13.427%) and
proximity least important (12.110%).
The utility for advice from family, friends and/or teachers (see Table 4.27) shows
that Segment 1 valued strong recommendations from family, friends and/or teachers
(mean utility = 2.025) and were opposed to other levels of support from family,
friends and/or teachers (none/negative recommendations mean utility = −3.104).
Segment 2 also valued strong recommendations from family, friends and/or teachers.
As shown in Table 4.27, both segments demonstrated disutility from decreases in
reference-group recommendations, but Segment 2, the rational-decision segment,
was more price-sensitive. For example, with strong recommendation from their
social reference group, prospective students in Segment 1 were not sensitive to high
levels of total expenses, even when combined with poor reputation and job prospects.
On the contrary Segment 2, the rational-decision segment, had high expectations
from the university they chose (see Table 4.27), selecting a university with a strong
reputation, good job prospects and a great campus atmosphere, which was strongly
recommended by their reference group but had average total expenses and moderate
proximity.
Concerning the importance of each level of each attribute, for the total expenses
attribute, Segment 1 most preferred on high total expenses (mean utility = 0.025)
while segment 2 most preferred on average total expenses (mean utility = 2.220),
similar to the overall sample of this study. Importance placed on reputation and job
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prospects also varried dramatically betwen the two segments. Segment 2 placed the
highest preference on strong reputation (mean utility = 0.523) and good job prospects
(mean utility = 0.667), Segment i placed the highest preference on poor reputation
(mean utility = 0.056) and poor job prospects (mean utility = 0.027).
Both segments provided similar high utility scores on proximity, advice from family,
friends and/or teachers, and campus atmosphere. For proximity, Segment 1 put the
highest importance-utility score on close and moderate proximity (mean utility =
0.050 for each); segment 2 put the highest importance-utility score on moderate
proximity (mean utility = 0.015). Similarly, both segments placed the highest utility
score on strong recomendation from family, friends and/or teachers (mean utility =
2.025 for segment 1 and 0.526 for segment 2). Both segment gave equal importance
to campus atmosphere, with great campus atmosphere as the highest preference
(mean utility = 0.177 and 0.169 respectively).
If finding a job is necessary to cover the costs of education, it is not surprising that
the two groups also differed significantly on utility for job prospects. Table 4.27
suggests that the social networks-based decision group was content with poor job
prospects after graduation (mean utility = 0.027), with either close or moderate
distance from home. However, the rational-decision segment was not satisfied with
only moderate prospects of getting a job offer after graduation, and has a much
stronger preference for good chance of an offer (mean utility = 0.667).
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Figure 4.5 Relative-Importance Scores of Attributes for Aggregate Sample and
Across Segments
Figure 4.5 presents the relative importance of attributes for the aggregate sample
compared with the two segments. Respondents in the aggregate group and segment 2
scored all six attributes nearly equally, with the difference betwen only 1% and 3%,
except for advice from family, friends and/or teachers, which had the largest gap
(8.5%). This is understandable since the second segment represents 80.15% (323) of
the total sample.
Both the aggregate sample and Segment 2 placed similar relative-importance scores
(13.85% and 15.227% respectively) on total expenses, nearly twice as high as that of
Segment 1 (8.296%). The aggregate sample and Segment 2 both placed total
expenses fourth among the importance attributes, while for Segment 1 this attribute
appeared more important, placing it third. The aggregate sample and Segment 2
placed the highest preference on average total expenses (mean utility = 0.174 and
0.220). Segment one is quite different and this segment placed the highest preference
on high total expenses (mean utility = 0.025), and displayed less-sensitive on cost
related to study at the university.
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Segment 2 placed reputation first (21.754%), while the aggregate sample placed it
second (18.585%), after advice from family, friends and/or teachers. Segment 1
considered reputation to be the least important (7.166%). A strong reputation was
more desirable for both Segment 2 and the aggregate sample (mean utility = 0.523
and 0.428 respectively), while Segment 1 did not seem concerned about the superior
of reputation and displays the highest utility on poor reputation (mean utility =
0.056).
Both the aggregate group and Segment 2 placed the highest preference on moderate
proximity (mean utility = 0.22 and 0.015 respectively). Segment 1 also put the
highest preference on either moderate or close proximity (mean utility = 0.050 for
each). For both the aggregate sample and Segment 2, proximity was the least
important, with 11.195% and 12.110% respectively. Segment 1 placed proximity one
fifth (7.500%).
Job prospects for both segments were positioned as the second most important
attribute (8.499% and 20.599% respectively), whereas the aggregate sample placed it
third (18.197%). However, relative-importance score from Segment 1 was more than
two times lower than either Segment 2 or the aggregate sample. Both the aggregate
sample and Segment 2 placed the most importance on good job prospects (mean
utility = 0.537 and 0.667 respectively), whereas Segment 1 was more content with
poor job prospects (mean utility = 0.027).
Advice from family, friends and/or teachers was rated nearly the same across the
different groups. For the aggregate sample and Segment 1, this attribute was the most
important, while Segment 2 placed it third. Yet it was found that respondents in
Segment 1 valued advice from family, friends and/or teachers nearly four times
higher than those in Segment 2 (60.245% and 16.882% respectively), and more than
twice as high as those in the overall sample (25.490%). Respondents in all three
groups placed the highest preference on strong recommendations advice from family,
friends and/or teachers, with mean utilities of 2.025 for Segment 1; 0.526 for
Segment 2; and 0.824 for the overall sample.
Respondents in the aggregate group and Segment 2 rated campus atmosphere almost
equally – 13.427% and 12.408% respectively – and both placed it fifth in
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importance. Segment 1, on the other hand, gave campus atmosphere a score of only
8.294%; however, they placed it fourth, not fifth. All three groups preferred a great
campus atmosphere to an average or very little atmosphere, with a mean utility of
0.171 for the aggregate sample, 0.177 for Segment 1, and 0.169 for Segment 2.
Overall, the clusters differed in their preference for university attributes, so that it
appears possible to delimit and systematically process prospective students on the
basis of the conjoint data.
The next section discusses the other important university-choice criteria addressed in
the survey for both segments.

4.10.2.5 Other Important Choice Criteria for the Segmented Sample
The importance of others university-choice criteria was asked in the second part of
the questionnaire. The results were analysed using descriptive statistics (Table 4.28).
The mean and standard deviation were calculated by using SPSS/PASW Conjoint
18.0 software for both segments (n = 80 for Segment 1 and n = 323 for Segment 2)
and reported for each university-choice factor addressed in the survey.
Table 4.28 Descriptive Statistic of Other Important Choice Criteria for Segment 1
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It is apparent from Table 4.28 that other university-choice factors were important to
some extent to students. The choice criteria presented in above the table followed the
sequential order of questions in the second part of questionnaire. Similar to the
results for the overall samples, the students in the segment 1 gave the most
importance to suitability of course, and less importance on university promotional
material.

The

remaining

other

university-choice

factors,

such

as

self-

motivation/determination/challenge and university offers (e.g. scholarships) were
second and third standard-deviations values show that promotional materials (such as
brochures detailing campus facilities, courses and subjects and opportunities after
graduation) had more variability in student responses than other university-choice
factors.
Table 4.29 Descriptive Statistic of Other Important Choice Criteria for Segment 2
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98
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Table 4.29 shows that respondents in Segment 2 put different importance on other
university-choice criteria than those in segment one and the aggregate sample. The
mean and standard deviation of the other university-choice factors were presented
following the sequential order of the questions in the second part of the
questionnaire. The mean results show that students considered suitability of course as
the most important additional factor in their choice of public university, and
university

promotional

material

was

less

important.

Self-

motivation/determination/challenge was rated second, followed by university offers
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(e.g. scholarships). A further look at the responses showed that promotional materials
factor (such as brochures detailing campus facilities, courses and subjects, and
opportunities after graduation) had more variability, as they had larger standard
deviations. Based on the mode score for all these factors, the most frequent value
was 10, meaning that respondents rated these factor as important on their university
decision, in addition to the six attributes in the conjoint profile.
The final section of the conjoint analysis presents the results of the conjoint choice
simulator. These results pertain to the simulation of the specific levels of choice
attributes for predicting market share.

4.10.3 Simulation of Market Share
The final stage of the conjoint analysis was the choice simulator. The purpose of the
choice simulator was to estimate the precent of respondents who would choose the
specific factor profiles entered into the simulator. Most often, the current competitors
in the market are defined by identifying specific levels of the choice attributes. The
simulator estimates choice share for the current market.
Conjoint market simulation, which is based on utilities at the individual level that are
subsequently averaged to estimate utilities for the targeted population, reveals
interaction effects between attributes, and therefore more accurately reflects the
values that underlie the complex selection of a public university. The real value of
conjoint analysis as a multivariate analysis technique is realised in this process by
using actual individual choices to construct posterior probability models. A market
simulation could indicate what the probability would be of prospective students
selecting a public university with certain combinations of attributes. Additionally, the
market simulation approach to analysing conjoint data allowed the research to
determine the preferences prospective students would have for a public university
with a more realistic combination of attributes. Although these simulations about
preference could possibly be drawn intuitively without performing any type of
research, the simulation supports this intuition.
The SPSS/PASW 18 conjoint simulator used the holdout profiles (for validity and
reliability checks) and computed a preference score for each respondent in the
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aggregate sample and the two segments. It offered three choice rules: maximum
utility, the Bradley-Terry-Luce probability of choice model and logit (Table 4.30).
Based on the aggregate results discussed above, an ideal preference for high-school
leavers might be a university with average total expenses (0.174), a good reputation
(0.428) and moderate proximity (0.22). Students preferred to choose a university that
was strongly recommended by their family, friends and/or teachers (0,824), offered
good job prospects (0.537) and had a great campus atmosphere (0.171).
Table 4.30 Conjoint Attributes and Preference Probabilities of Simulation for the
Aggregate Sample
Ideal Preference
No

Attribute

Level

Attribute Level

Utility
Score

University A

University B

University C

1

Total expenses

Average

0.174

High

Average

Low

2

Reputation

Strong

0.428

Strong

Average

Average

3

Proximity

Moderate

0.022

Far

Moderate

Close

4

Job prospects

Good

0.537

Good

Average

Poor

5

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

Strongly
recommended

0.824

Moderate
support

Strongly
recommended

Strongly
recommended

6

Campus
atmosphere

Great

0.171

Average

Average

Very little

Maximum Utility

35.7%

43,7%

20.6%

Bradley-Terry-Luce

34.5%

35.5%

30.0%

Logit

35.2%

40.8%

24.0%

In the simulation process, the ideal preference is converted into the more realistic
university-choice criteria as presented in Table 4.30. Using the calculations of partworth utilities from all 403 survey responses, the market simulator estimated the
high-school leavers’ likelihood of choosing three university profiles. The profiles
included varying combinations of attributes from which high-school leavers might
actually have to choose. These three possible universities combinations captured the
reputational diversity of the public university in Indonesia and represented both ‘old’
and ‘new’ universities. Universities were chosen from one island (Java), which is the
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most populated in Indonesia and has the most number of public universities, to
provide a realistic choice set for students who wished to commute to campus.
The first university combination, labelled ‘University A’, is characterised by high
total expenses, strong reputation, far proximity, good job prospects, moderate
support from family, friends and/or teachers and average campus atmosphere. This
university is located in one province in Java, in the inner city of a well-known centre
of classical Javanese fine art and culture. This type of ‘old’ or ‘classic’ university is
one of the reputable public universities in Indonesia.
The second university combination, labelled ‘University B’ is characterised by
average total expenses, average reputation, moderate proximity, average job
prospects, strong recommendations from family, friends and/or teachers and average
campus atmosphere. This university is located in an urban area on the northern coast
of Java. The university has a broad range of study programs and yet is not too
academically demanding, this university can be categorised as a ‘middle-size’
university. University B is a ‘modern’ type of university commonly found in
Indonesia.
The last university combination labelled ‘University C’ is located in a small tropical
town – neither the most attractive nor the most interesting – in the south-eastern part
of a province in Java. University C is characterised by low total expenses, average
reputation, close proximity, poor job prospects, strong recommendations from family
friends and/or teachers and very little campus atmosphere. Whilst not too famous
among other public universities in the province, this university serves as a ‘young
age’ university that is progressively developing. This university offers an affordable
yet good-quality education.
All possible combinations of this mix of attributes and their levels were entered into
the market simulator to determine what underlying values prospective students
would place on each of the attributes, and to learn what trade-offs they might be
likely to make if faced with choosing among these combinations. Of the three, the
most preferable combination for the aggregate sample was University B, as it had the
highest probabilities score foe maximum utility (43.7%), Bradley-Terry-Luce
(35.5%) and the logit test (40.8%). The proposition consisted of the average of total
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expenses, reputation, job prospects and campus atmosphere, with moderate
proximity and strong recommendations from family, friends and/or teachers. Next
would be University A, with a maximum utility of 35.7%, Bradley-Terry-Luce of
34.5% and logit test 35.2%. University C would be least likely to be chosen by
prospective students, since it had the lowest probability score, with a maximum
utility of 20.6%, Bradley-Terry-Luce of 30.0% and logit of 24.0%.
Table 4.31 Conjoint Preference Probabilities of Simulation for Each Segment
Segment 1
No

Simulation Methods

Segment 2

University University University University University University
A
B
C
A
B
C

1

Maximum Utility

5.6%

40.6%

53.8%

43.2%

44.4%

12.4%

2

Bradley-Terry-Luce

30.4%

34.3%

35.8%

35.6%

35.8%

28.6%

3

Logit

16.6%

36.0%

47.3%

39.8%

41.9%

18.2%

Unlike the aggregate sample, the students in Segment 1 with all else being equal,
would be most likely to choose University C, with a maximum utility of 53.8%,
Bradley-Terry-Luce of 35.8% and logit test of 47.3%. The second option would be
University B, with a maximum utility of 40.6%, Bradley-Terry-Luce of 34.3% and
logit test of 36.0%. Since University A had the lowest probability score, this
university would be least likely to be chosen by prospective students with a
maximum utility score of 5.6%, Bradley-Terry-Luce score of 30.4% and logit test
score of 16.6%.
The students in Segment 2, with all else being equal, would – as would those in the
aggregate sample – be most likely to choose University B, with a maximum utility for
44.4%, Bradley-Terry-Luce of 35.8% and logit test of 41.9%. This would be
followed by University A, with a maximum utility of 43.2%, Bradley-Terry-Luce of
35.8% and logit test of 39.8%. Their least likely choice would be University C, with
the lowest probability score: maximum utility of 12.4%, Bradley-Terry-Luce of
28.6% and logit test of 18.2%.
Conducting simulations with the same three concepts on two different segments
revealed that these segments had dissimilar preferences. Segment 1 placed the
highest preference on low total expenses, average reputation, close proximity and
strong recommendations from by their family, friends and/or teachers, even though a
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university may, like University C, have poor job prospects as well as very little
campus atmosphere (see Table 4.30). In fact, University C did have the highest
probabilities score, with a maximum utility of 53.8%, Bradley-Terry-Luce of 35.8%
and logit test of 47.3% (Table 4.31). The highest market-share predictions were with
the maximum-utility (first-choice) model 53.8%. Market-share prediction under the
Bradley-Terry-Luce model was the lowest (35.8%) compared to maximum utility
and logit models (47.3% for each). For Segment 1, it can be concluded that the
University C profile had the highest market-share prediction, followed by University
B, and finally University A.
As mentioned earlier, Segment 1, the ‘social networks-based decision’ segment,
preferred universities that had received strong recommendations from their family,
friends and/or teachers, with a great campus atmosphere and close or moderate
proximity to their home, even if the universities also had a poor reputation, offered
poor job prospects, or had high total expenses. These current preferences and overall
interest of high-school leavers in Segment appeared to make this segment much more
likely to choose University C. Based on these facts, it is concluded that Segment 1
has a relatively balanced view of these three attributes: the simulation results shows
them preferring an average reputation and very little campus atmosphere.
Interestingly, although Segment 1 was less sensitive to total expenses, the simulation
results predicted that they would view lower total expenses as preferable.
In contrast, Segment 2 had more-rational choice criteria, preferring University B,
with a maximum utility of 44.4%, Bradley-Terry-Luce of 35.8% and logit test of
41.9%. This concept is characterised by average total expenses, reputation, job
prospects and campus atmosphere, with moderate proximity but strong
recommendations from their family, friends and/or teachers. The results are
consistent between Segment 2 and the aggregate sample (Table 4.30). The highest
market-share predictions were under the maximum-utility (first-choice) model, with
44.4%, followed by the logit model (41.9%). The lowest market-share prediction was
under the Bradley-Terry-Luce model (35.8%). Based on the results for Segment 2, it
can be presumed that the University B profile had the highest market-share
prediction, followed by University A. University C obtained the least market-share
prediction.
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On the other hand, Segment 2, the ‘rational decision’ segment preferred universities
with a strong reputation and good job prospects. Like Segment 1, Segment 2
significantly preferred universities with strong recommendations from family, friends
and/or teachers. They also preferred average total expenses, moderate proximity and
great campus atmosphere. Based on the simulation results, this segment, as by far the
larger of the two, tended to possess “middle of the road” preferences. For example,
although a strong university reputation and good job prospects were the most
preferable for this segment, the data from the simulation suggested that high-school
leavers in this segment were more likely to choose University B, with average
reputation and average job prospects, than University A, with a strong reputation and
good job prospects. Similarly, University B’s average total expenses and moderate
proximity were more attractive than University A’s high total expenses and far
proximity, though the two universities both had an average campus atmosphere.
However, this segment still preferred the strongly recommended University B rather
than the moderately recommended University A. Not surprisingly, as a pricesensitive segment, Segment 2 gave the highest importance to average total expenses.
The overall simulation results showed that University A’s characteristics were not at
all attractive to any of the segments, nor to the respondents as an aggregate. This
shows that generally, high-school leavers in this research had realistic choice criteria
even though they still depended on their social networks’ recommendation for
selecting the best university.
With respect to the base simulation presented in Table 4.31, it is evident that the
appeal of the three concepts varied somewhat between the segments, and between
each segment and the aggregate sample. The social network-based segment had a
greater preference for universities that were strongly recommended by their family,
friends and/or teachers than did the rational-decision category, which had a much
greater preference for reputation and job prospects. Using the base simulation as a
reference point, it is then possible to investigate the effect on market share of varying
the attributes of University A while maintaining the features of Universities B and C.
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4.11 Summary
This chapter presented the design and methods employed in the quantitative study,
followed by an analysis of the empirical data. The justification of, and the advantages
for employing, explanatory research design and conjoint analysis were discussed,
followed by a description of basic steps in the design of the conjoint experiment. The
chapter then detailed the steps taken for sampling design, data collection, data
analysis and consideration of ethical issues for the current study.
Before presenting the main survey findings, the chapter outlined the methods and
results of the pilot study. The pilot study was conducted through personal interviews
to develop and test the appropriateness of the research instruments. The results from
the pilot study showed that the group of parent participants considered 10 attributes
to be important when selecting a public university, while the group of children
mentioned fewer attributes. The parents’ attributes were: (1) cost associated with the
expenses spent during study at the university, (2) job prospects, (3) proximity, (4)
family support and recommendation, (5) reputation/quality/accreditation, (6) campus
atmosphere/ environment, (7) course suitability, (8) scholarships, (9) selfdetermination/interest, and (10) opportunity for further study. These results were
used to construct the questionnaire for the main survey.
In the results section, descriptive statistics using frequencies, percentages and other
central-tendency analyses were used to better understand the sample groups’
characteristics. Consistent with the demographics associated with the population of
interest, there were more males than females. Most of the respondents were aged
between 18 and 20 years old. Most respondents had graduated from public high
schools rather than private or other types of secondary schools. As expected, the
majority of the sample was newly graduated high-school leavers, and had never
enrolled in vocational or technical courses. The sample generally reflected the
undergraduate population of interest.
With the aid of conjoint analysis, consumer preferences were identified and
described in two models, aggregate and segmented, based on the importance values
and the part-worth utilities obtained. The most significant finding of this study was
that advice from family, friends and/or teachers, job prospects, total expenses,
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campus atmosphere, reputation and proximity were considered to be choice factors
unique to the Indonesian higher-education context. The importance of these factors
was found in both the aggregate and the two segmented samples. However, these
factors have different level of importance and different part-worth utilities.
For the aggregate model, 403 responses were used and assumed as homogenous
preferences. A strong correlation (Kendall's tau

= 0.667) was found between the

predicted model and the holdout set; this correlation was statistically significant at a
significance level of 10%, which gives strong confidence in the suitability of the
main effects model. The results revealed the following order of importance for all
respondents: 1. advice from family, friends and/or teachers, 2. reputation, 3. job
prospects, 4. total expenses, 5. campus atmosphere and 6. proximity. The most
important attribute, advice from family, friends and/or teachers, and the least
important attribute, proximity, were the same for the direct measures and the conjoint
analysis. As would be expected, the high levels of each attribute (e.g. strong
reputation, good job prospects, strong recommendation from family, friends and/or
teachers, great campus atmosphere) were more desirable than the moderate levels,
and thus had higher utilities. This can be interpreted to mean that the high-school
leavers’ preference for high levels of advice from family, friends and/or teachers
were stronger than their preference for high levels of reputation and job prospects.
For the segmented model, the data was split by cluster analysis and analysed into
separate segments. Hierarchical and non-hierarchical cluster analysis was used to
help identify market segments based on their preferences and socio-demographic
characteristics. The important finding of the cluster analysis was the identification of
two homogeneous student segments, each with their own characteristic preferences.
The first segment, representing 19.85% of the sample, was labeled the ‘social
networks-based decision’ segment, and the second, representing 80.15% of the
sample, was labeled the ‘rational decision’ segment.
Based on conjoint analysis results, the first segment placed the highest importance on
advice from family, friends and/or teachers followed by job prospects, total
expenses, proximity, campus atmosphere and reputation. In contrast, the second
segment rated reputation as the most important, followed by job prospects and advice
from family, friends and/or teachers, while proximity was the least important. This
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suggest that prospective students in the first segment preferred strong
recommendations from their social-reference group, and may not have been sensitive
to high levels of total expenses, poor reputation or job prospects. However,
prospective students in the rational-decision segment had high expectations of their
preferred university, selecting those with a strong reputation, good job prospects,
great campus atmosphere and strong recommendations from their reference group
but with average total expenses and moderate proximity.
Another important finding of this study was market-share prediction of potential
students who will choose a university that has been described in terms of its
attributes. A conjoint simulator test was used to examine the preferences for three
university-choice scenarios by the aggregate sample and the two segments, which
were not actually rated by consumers. These three possible university combinations
captured the actual scenario of reputational diversity in Indonesian public university,
representing both “old” and “new” universities. The simulator model was estimated
by the highest probabilities of the maximum-utility (first-choice) model, average
choice (Bradley-Terry-Luce) model and logit model. For the aggregate sample, the
most preferable combination was University B, which was characterised by average
total expenses, reputation, job prospects and campus atmosphere, moderate
proximity and strong recommendations from their family, friends and/or teachers.
The model result also showed that the two segments had dissimilar preferences.
Segment 1 placed the highest preference on choice criteria such as low total
expenses, average reputation, close proximity and strong recommendations from
their family, friends and/or teachers, though with poor job prospects as well as very
little campus atmosphere (as presented for University C), while Segment 2 had more
rational choice criteria, as shown by their selecting University B, consistent with the
aggregate sample.
In the next chapter, the results of both the qualitative and the quantitative research
components of the study will be discussed and compared to previous studies, along
with the theoretical and practical implications of the findings and the study’s
limitations.
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
5.1

Introduction

The preceding chapters presented the qualitative methodology and the findings, and
reported the justification for conducting the quantitative methodology as well as the
results of main survey.
Chapter Five discusses the study findings in light of the literature reviewed in
Chapter Two. The discussion of the findings relates to the first, second, third and
fourth research questions. This final chapter is organised under various major
headings. Section 5.2 compares the findings from the survey with the theory justified
in the study. The section includes a discussion of findings not previously reported,
and presents broader explanations based on evidence found in the research. Section
5.3 summarises the data, discusses the result and presents conclusions from all the
findings in this study. Sections 5.4 and 5.5 outlines the benefit of the results,
including the contributions to the fields of marketing in higher education, and the
contributions for marketing practice in Indonesian higher-education institution.
Section 5.6 provides the broader implications, both theoretical and managerial for
researcher and managers. Section 5.7 discusses the possible limitation of this study’s
research results. Finally, Section 5.8 proposes avenues for future research.

5.2

Discussion of Research-Questions Results

This section is organised by the research design reflected in Chapter Four. The
discussion begins with the results of the conjoint analysis. Reflecting on each
analysis and results presented in Chapter Four, the Discussion section addresses the
important results found in the study, and compares the results with those of previous
research to see whether it is consistent or contradictory.
The objective of this study was to better understand the importance that prospective
students attach to choice when selecting a university. The study examined several
choice criteria that were identified in the qualitative phase as the most important to
students’ university choice. Based on the results of the main survey in the previous
chapter, six attributes were confirmed as being important: advice from family,
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friends and/or teachers, reputation, job prospects, total expenses, campus atmosphere
and proximity (in descending order of importance).
The findings of this study support some of the local and international findings
discussed in Chapter 2, while contradicting others. For example, prior research
shows that three variables are consistently rated as important to prospective students
(Moogan et al. 1999; Moogan et al. 2001; Price et al. 2003; Veloutsou et al. 2004;
Domino et al. 2006; 2007): course, location and reputation. While this current study
found that these factors are, indeed, considered by prospective students of Indonesian
public universities, they cited other factors as being more critical: advice from
family, friends and/or teachers, and job prospects. The course suitability was not
rated by prospective students in this current research as having the same importance
as the six attributes listed above. This result contrasts with earlier findings by Price et
al. (2003), Maringe (2006) and Whitehead et al. (2006) who found that the course is
often cited as the most important reason for choosing a university.
The findings of this current research were also consistent with common findings in
the literature that parents/guardians, friends, financial assistance, reputation of the
academic program, program availability, and location of the institutions repeatedly
surface as most influential for students when choosing a college or university (Dixon
& Martin 1991; Sevier 1993; Galotti & Mark 1994; Hu & Hossler 2000). For
example, Dixon and Martin (1991) found that parents, reputation of the academic
program, program availability, advice of others, location of the institution and
availability of financial aid repeatedly showed up in the literature as most influential
for the general student body. The majority of the findings by Dixon and Martin
(1991) were supported by this study. However, program availability and availability
of financial aid were indicated as less important in this current study’s qualitative
phase than the six attributes above; therefore, they were not included in the main
questions in the conjoint survey.
Some of this current study’s findings matched attributes found in the literature.
However, the attributes found in this study have different levels of priority compared
to those found in previous studies. In this current study, respondents considered
advice from family, friends and/or teachers, reputation and job prospects as the three
most important criteria that influenced them to choose a university.
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The conjoint analysis for the aggregate group of 403 students found that advice from
family, friends and/or teachers, reputation and job prospects were felt to be the most
important university attributes, followed by total expenses, campus atmosphere and
proximity of university to home. The ideal university according to these 403 students
had the following attributes: a strongly recommended university by family, friends
and/or teachers, a strong reputation, a good job prospects after graduation, an average
total expenses during the study period, a great campus atmosphere and a close
distance from home.
The following sections will discuss this study’s finding on each of the six important
attributes from the main survey, in descending order. The discussion will be
conducted in association with the results found in qualitative phase.

5.2.1 Discussion of the Six Important Attributes from the Main Survey
5.2.1.1 Significance of Family, Friends and Teachers in Choosing a University
The quantitative findings of the current study discovered that advice from family,
friends and/or teachers influenced student selection of a particular university. In this
current research, the influence of parents, siblings and other family members was
collated under the broader term ‘family’. Similarly, the influence of friends, peers,
colleague, classmates, senior students and alumni were also collated under the
broader term ‘friends’. This result is consistent with other studies involving Asian
students, such as those in Thailand (Pimpa 2003, 2004; Pimpa 2005; Pimpa &
Suwannapirom 2008), Malaysia (Wagner & Fard 2009) and Turkey (Yamamoto
2006). The finding confirms the helpful behaviour of these groups in facilitating
students’ transition from high school to tertiary education, as also investigated by
Smith and Zhang (2009) in their research in a medium-sized state university in
Southeast Asia.
Further, the results presented from the aggregate model of conjoint analysis suggest
that ‘reference-group influence’, including advice from family, friends and/or
teachers, is significantly more important than other factors. The result supports the
findings of Galotti and Mark (1994), who noted that parents/guardians, friends and
guidance-centre materials were rated as most important in the college-search process.
This current study confirms a high involvement of social links in students’ university
176

decisions that has been investigated in many studies (Ceja 2004; Kim & Schneider
2005; Perna & Titus 2005). In particular, the findings of the quantitative study are
corroborated by qualitative questionnaires, which found that family played a role as
funding source, motivator, advisor, role model and information source. This finding
supports Chenoweth and Galliher’s (2004) empirical study, which identified family
factors as influences in the decision to enrol in higher education, including the family
as a resource provider, family members as role models and family as a source of
encouragement for higher education. This current study suggest that although higher
education is not an obligation in Indonesian students’ families, it strongly
encouraged (Kern 2000) to make the family proud. This research also found that
students have a desire to please their parents, which validates Gofen’s (2009)
finding. The possible explanation of this is parents will be proud if their children can
be accepted into an Indonesian public university, which is considered more
prestigious than private ones.
Regarding family influence, this current study revealed that parents, siblings and
other family members have different roles in their support for students’ choice of
university. Particularly, the results of the qualitative phase found that their influence
was considered important for students’ university-selection process. This finding
corroborates a widespread agreement in the student-choice literature that family is
involved in this process in many ways (Albert 2000; Ellwood & Kane 2000;
Saunders & Serna 2004; Johnson, Elder & Stern 2005; Madgett & Belanger 2008;
Plageman & Sabina 2010).
As would be expected, parents’ influence was greatly important for students in this
current research. The qualitative phase of this current study specifically identified
various important roles that parents played in students decisions about tertiary
education. The results of this study’s qualitative phase confirmed that parental
involvement was classified loosely as unstructured support (for example
encouragement, motivation and providing a sense of expectations) and saving to pay
for university, which is consistent with prior studies (Hossler et al. 1999; Cabrera &
La Nasa 2000). This finding supports Bers and Galowich’s (2002) study, which
found that parents’ role was important in the community-college choice process. The
results of the current study also provides evidence to support Stage and Hossler’s
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(1989) general conclusion that parents have complex and varied effects on students’
college choice.
Parents’ involvement, as mentioned by some students in this current study, is
typically related to funding support. All participants were financially dependent on
their parents. Generally, for Indonesians, parents’ responsibility in terms of covering
living expenses for their children last until their children get a job and/or get married.
Therefore, financial support as the most frequently mentioned parental influence was
directly related to the decision to study at a university, choice of city and, perhaps,
choice of academic course. Some students expressed this by saying that they
followed their parents’ suggestion because parents were the only financial sponsors
of their study. This result corroborates previous finding from Hu and Hossler (2000)
who found that students were most influenced by family input and finance-related
factors. The qualitative data in this current study also showed that expectations from
parents have a stronger impact on choice of university when students are financially
dependent on their parents. The cost of undertaking study at a university was an
important issue for undergraduate students in both in the qualitative and quantitative
studies. This is consistent with prior remarks that for undergraduate study the burden
of fees and living expenses falls on the parents. Thus, the one who pays for the
expense of attending university usually influences the students’ decision-making as
well. This current research emphasised previous studies’ results confirming the
importance of parents in terms of funding support (Sowell 1989; Boatwright, Ching
& Parr 1992; Hossler et al. 1999; Hu & Hossler 2000; Chenoweth & Galliher 2004;
Hamrick & Stage 2004).
Besides acknowledging their parents as a source of funding, students in this research
also believed that their parents’ roles related to encouragement in their choice of a
university. Pimpa’s (2004) qualitative study identified that beside finance, the
influence from family could be categorised into four different roles: information,
expectation, persuasion and competition: this supports the findings of this current
research. Other research by Conklin and Dailey (1981) and Murphy (1981) further
confirmed the point of view that parents’ education and parental expectations have
emerged as major factors in the college decision-making process. These findings
verify previous studies by Ceja (2001; 2006) who revealed that parents were key in
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encouraging their children to pursue higher education. This finding is also in line
with previous research (Hossler et al. 1999; Cabrera & La Nasa 2000; Kim &
Schneider 2005) which reveals parental encouragement as the strongest factor
predicting students’ planning for university.
Interestingly, most respondents in the qualitative phase of this current research who
mentioned parental influence claimed that their father and mother were equally
influential in the family, in terms of the decisions to study at a university. This result
contradicts previous research that differentiated the level of influence between father
and mother in students’ choice of university. For instance, Plageman and Sabina’s
(2010) findings indicated that mothers were rated as most supportive of the decision
to attend and supportive in students’ persistence. On the other hand, other studies
(Stage & Hossler 1989; Hossler & Stage 1992) have concluded that the father’s level
of education had the strongest impact on college/university-choice decisions. Further,
Bateman and Kennedy (1999) found some differences in college predispositions of
children from single-and two-parent families. In this study, parents were important
for both groups of students, but mothers were of primary importance for students
from single-parent families, even when the fathers were nearby. However, the results
of this current study are consistent with the findings from a recent study by Dawes
and Brown (2002), who did not separate the effects of the mother and father, finding
that these two sources had the same amount of influence and had a strong positive
impact on student choice set formation.
Regarding other family members’ influence, the qualitative phase of this study
suggested that siblings and relatives influence students’ decision to select a particular
university. Although little can be found in the previous literature about the influence
of siblings, as distinct from that of parents, on prospective students’ decision to study
at a university, the results of this study have proven that siblings and other relatives
play an important role on university choice. In general, this result aligns with
previous research by Dawes and Brown (2002), who revealed that brothers or sisters
influenced students’ decision to attend university. Teachman and Paasch (1998) also
found that students’ aspirations for college were influenced by older siblings. In this
current study, siblings served as information sources and replaced parents when the
latter were not able to assist their children in the university-application process (Ceja
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2006). Additionally, siblings, particularly those who had studied at the students’
potential university and subsequently got a prestigious job, served as role models for
the students. This line of thought verifies an earlier study on Appalachian access and
success by Spohn, Crowther and Lykins (1992), who found that siblings’ college
attendance influenced enrolment, because older siblings are often role models for
their younger brothers and sisters.
Regarding friends’ influence on university choice, as could be predicted, the
qualitative findings of the study suggest that friends who were considering enrolling
in the same university did have an effect on students’ decision-making process,
though to a notably lesser extent than parents. These findings parallel prior research
(Fletcher 2006; Fletcher & Tienda 2008), which revealed that students were more
likely to attend college if they found that their classmates in high school were also
planning to attend college. Additionally, in the specific case of low-income, urban,
minority students in US, Sokatch (2006) also found that friends’ plans were the
single best predictor of 4 four-year college enrolment. However, this current study
was unable to support Dawes and Brown’s (2002) findings that friends were the most
influential in forming the choice set in terms of personal/non-commercial sources or
‘word-of-mouth’ communication. According to Dawes and Brown (2002), friends’
influence ranked fourth compared to a joint group of brother/sisters and mother at
seventh and father at ninth in importance. This research finding did not support
Chapman’s (1981) findings that first-year college students in the US rated their
friends as the most important personal/non-commercial source.
This research also found evidence from the qualitative phase that classmates’
preferences influence individual college choices in terms of encouragement, source
of information, even as competitor in the enrolment market. In such situations, peers’
level of support and encouragement developed from students planning to study at a
university, which supports other studies (Carpenter & Fleishman 1987; Engberg &
Wolniak 2009). Similarly, Hossler and Stage (1987 in Hossler & Stage 1992) found
that students who were not planning to attend post-secondary institutions more
frequently consulted with their peers about post-high school plans and were more
likely to be influenced by them than those students who were already planning to
attend post-secondary institutions. In addition, students established friendship
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patterns while attending high schools that resulted in more contact with other
students planning to attend post-secondary institution, as found by Falsey and Heyns
(1984). Therefore, these patterns increased the likelihood that they would attend
university.
Regarding the influence of senior students, respondents in this current study also
noted the influence of people affiliated with the universities that they visited, besides
those who were well-known to students, such as parents, family members and
friends. Based on the qualitative findings, participants in this study indicated that
senior students already attending universities recommended their university to their
younger friends. The participants further indicated that graduates who were already
successful provided strong encouragement to them to study at the university. The
qualitative results also suggested that encouragement from senior students or alumni
to study at their university had a strong influence on student perceptions. This result
supports the findings of previous research on social life at universities by Capraro,
Patrick, and Wilson (2004, p98), who discovered a positive relationship between
attractiveness of social life at a university and likelihood to undertake decision
approach actions (i.e., request information, visit or apply) toward that university. The
attractiveness of social life at a university includes ‘people you’d fit in with’ or ‘hang
out with’.
The current study also found that high-school environment had an influence on
students’ decision to study further. Respondents believed that teachers played an
important role as motivators, advisors and information sources for the students’ plans
to attend university. In Indonesia, high-schools teacher also serve as counsellors.
Participants in the qualitative phase of this study explained that their teachers in high
school were useful, as they knew what choices were the best for the students.
Additionally, advice from their teacher convinces students that the university they
choose is qualified. Evidence for high-school teachers’ influence in facilitating
students’ transition from high school to university was found in the results of the
qualitative questionnaire in this current study: this evidence supported previous
research (Anzai 2008; Bird, Kim & Wierzalis 2008; Engberg & Wolniak 2009;
Morrison 2009; Smith & Zhang 2009). The helpful guidance from high school
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counsellors in choosing post-secondary study also supports prior studies (Johnson &
Stewart 1991; Rosenbaum, Miller & Krei 1996; Fallon 1997; Broussard 2009).
The main survey of this current study found that both parents and teachers influenced
students’ choice of university. However, the findings of the qualitative
questionnaires found that teachers rated only 15th in importance, while parents rated
fifth. A possible explanation is that parents and teacher were not identified as
separate conjoint attributes. Instead, a broader category labelled ‘family, friends
and/or teachers’ was offered. Separating each factor in this category may have
yielded different results. The importance of teachers on students decision to choose a
university is consistent with Cabrera and La Nasa’s (2000) study. Although other
studies have found that sometimes counsellors and teachers have even more
influence than parents (Hossler et al. 1999; Helwig 2004), and that their influence
increases typically in the second half of the student’s final year of high school, as
students come closer to finalising their decision-making plans, this current study
finding did not support that notion. Similarly, Pampaloni’s (2010) study in seven
schools in New Jersey also found that teachers in high school were the most
influential among other interpersonal sources. While it holds true for some previous
research (Moogan et al. 1999; Helwig 2004), the result contradicted the findings of
the qualitative phase in the current study as well as other previous research which
predominantly found that parents are the most influential (Ketterson & Blustein
1997; Otto 2000; Paa & McWhirter 2000; Scott 2001; Sachs 2002). This result may
suggest that Indonesian students felt obligated to follow advice from their parents,
since the parents would support them in various ways throughout their study period
at the university.

5.2.1.2 Significance of Reputation in Choosing a University
Indonesian students were also influenced by the reputation of the university. In this
research, overall reputation of the university includes university ranking, status,
university achievement and accreditation as a result of quality of education including
teaching quality and classroom learning experiences. Results of both the qualitative
and quantitative phases of this current study confirmed that reputation influenced
students’ choice of university, as it was found to be the second most important factor.
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This result supports others’ findings (Moogan et al. 2001; Moogan & Baron 2003;
Briggs 2006; Maringe 2006; MORI 2006) that academic reputation of either the
university or the subject also plays an important role in decision-making, even
though in the aggregate conjoint analysis of this study, reputation was not as
important in students’’ decision to study at a university as advice from family,
friends and/or teachers.
In this current study, as shown by the results of the qualitative phase, students used
reputation as one of the indicators to evaluate their selected university. The influence
of reputation in this current study confirmed earlier research that also repeatedly
cited reputation as one of the top indicators of choice, especially for high-achieving
students (Manski & Wise 1983; Chapman & Jackson 1987; Goenner & Snaith 2004).
Although the findings of these prior studies failed to explain the reason why some
high-achieving students choose to attend universities with a less prestigious
reputation than the more highly prestigious options available to them, this current
study confirmed the importance of reputation in attracting prospective students to
choose a particular university. Previous literature (Milo, Edson & McEuen 1989;
Weissman 1990) has similarly found that institutional reputation was extensively
used in educational service management as a positioning instrument to influence
student choice of a higher-education institution.
Interestingly, students in this current survey positioned reputation higher than total
cost. Reputation was ranked second, while total expenses was only ranked fourth out
of the six important attributes included in this current study. Although Bers and
Galowich (2002) found that the influence of reputation and family and friends was
less important than factors related to money, their results was contradicted the results
of the quantitative phase of the current research, which found that reputation was
more influential than total expenses. This current finding also supports another study
on African-American undergraduate students by Sevier (1993), which found that
reputation of the institution, availability of study courses, cost and the availability of
financial aid were the most important factors in higher-education selection. While
reputation was indicated as second most important in the findings of this current
study, availability of study courses and availability of financial aid were not included
in the six important attributes of main the survey.
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When selecting a university, students in this study were influenced not only by their
own perceptions and attitudes, but also by what other people thought. Commonly,
according to the participants in the qualitative phase, university reputation related to
the general prominence of an institution in the public eye. Actually, institutional
reputation is strongly related to social entities (Nguyen & LeBlanc 2001). Since the
university’s reputation is formed as an accumulation of judgment over time of
university stakeholders, therefore a university may have numerous reputations–one
for each attribute. The qualitative findings in this current study confirmed the notion
that university reputation influenced attitudes toward choosing an institution in many
ways, such as university status (public versus private), university ranking and
university achievement and teaching quality. Some participants also connected
university reputation with the fees charged to the students. Indeed, studying at a
public university was preferable to a private one for Indonesian students, as it was
acknowledged that Indonesian public universities tuition fees were lower than those
at private universities.
Based on the qualitative findings of this current study, the need to study at a
reputable university was related to interest in starting a prestigious career. As
respondents in this study rated reputation (18.858%) almost equal to job prospects
(18.197%), these were both important factors for students selecting a public
university. This notion is coherent with expectations in that if one’s desire is to study
at a reputable university, there is an opportunity to find a job easily after graduation
or a guarantee of obtaining a well-paid job in their area of study after graduation.
This finding aligned with Conard and Conard’s (2000) finding that ability to get a
good job after graduation was the most important factor of academic reputation.
Likewise, as pointed out by Naude and Ivy (1999) and Moogan and Baron (2003),
reputable universities were perceived as offering a better-quality education that
would lead to improved employment prospects. This finding is consistent with earlier
studies (Coetzee & Liebenberg 2004; Standifird 2005; Bowman & Bastedo 2009;
Brewer & Zhao 2010).
Students in this current study conceived quality in terms of institutional reputation,
specifically university achievement and accreditation in relation to employment
opportunity. Results from this study indicated a pervasive view that the quality of
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education in Indonesian public universities was superior compared to private
universities. This result supports a previous study by Joseph and Joseph (2000) that
found that whether or not institutional quality should be portrayed in terms of future
job prospects may depend on institutional type. As the current study has shown, the
students at Indonesian public universities were distinct in their interest in job
opportunities after graduation. This study finding adds to the understanding of
educational quality by showing that students’ perceptions of quality are based on
university ranking, status, university achievement and accreditation. Those
perceptions were sharpened by informal information shared through personal
networks of family, friends and others, such as high-school counsellors or teachers.
For the students in this study, those at Indonesian public universities tended to
conceptualise quality in terms of job opportunities after graduation, which is
consistent with previous findings (Baker, Creedy & Johnson 1996; Pyvis &
Chapman 2007).
Aligned with those explanations, ‘strong’ reputation was found to be the most
preferable for Indonesian students over other attribute levels of reputation based on
conjoint-analysis findings for the aggregate sample in this current study. This means
that students in this current research were very much aware of the importance of
studying in a strongly reputable university for their future life. This explanation
contradicts the findings of Hooley and Lynch (1981) and Soutar and Turner (2002),
who reported that most students were accepting of a university with an ‘average’
rather than ‘outstanding’ or ‘strong’ reputation, as long as the course and location
were what they wanted. Overall, university reputation seems to exert powerful
influences on the university-choice process.

5.2.1.3 Significance of Job Prospects in Choosing a University
Career preparation was also an important factor. Students in this study considered the
range of career opportunities available after graduation when planning to study at a
tertiary education. When students considered their career development, they might
select a specific university to complete their studies. Students looked more closely at
their targeted university in terms of reputation associated with the opportunity to get
a job; this also affected their choice between a public or private university. This
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finding supports James’s (2000) point that students who were interested in higher
education often arrived at this preference before they entered a university.
As mentioned earlier, students in this current study valued job prospects equally with
reputation, with scores of 18.197% and 18.858% respectively. Though most studies
suggest that the reputation of a university is an important criterion, as found in this
research, further exploration into what comprises reputation reveals that the ability to
get a good job following graduation is strongly associated with the reputation of a
university (Conard & Conard 2000). This notion was supported by this study, which
found that job prospects were identified as the third most important attribute.
The findings of this research also confirm that study at a public university, according
to the respondents would ensure them a more marketable position in the corporate
field, since public universities provide a well-regarded quality of education. The
decision to choose a university that has an excellent reputation would help students
acquire knowledge and skill in a particular study program, and thus be marketable
for the jobs they want to pursue, as has been found in some studies (Sevier 1992;
Canale & Dunlap 1996). This research finding has verified Freeman’s (1999) study
in an African-American setting that students see reputation as leading to more job
opportunities for them. This study finding is also consistent with previous studies
(Naude & Ivy 1999; Moogan & Baron 2003) that found that universities perceived as
offering a better-quality education would also offer their graduates improved
employment prospects. One of the important reasons for participating in higher
education found in this study was the desire to acquire a higher qualification for a
specific job or career. This finding supports Freeman’s (1997) research on AfricanAmerican high-school students, which found that the decision to participate in higher
education was greatly influenced by possible job opportunities. This result also
confirms findings in several studies (Soutar & Turner 2002; Hoyt & Brown 2003;
O’Brien et al. 2007) regarding the importance of higher education for acquiring a
specific job or career.
There was a strong belief among respondents that they expected to ‘better
themselves’ by going into higher education. This finding implies that students were
also aware of higher education as a tool in acquiring functional skill-sets for a
competitive job-market (Maringe 2006). Even though many students were still vague
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about their career or job plan after graduation, and many appeared to be realistic
about how ‘good’ a job they might get in the short term, there was an overwhelming
view that higher education was a necessary vehicle to a better-paid and more secure
job by obtaining more qualifications. This finding is in line with Moore, Shulock and
Jensen (2009), who stated that future job growth would require a tertiary education.
Other motives, such as ‘to increase earnings’ or ‘to get a prestige job’ were also
considered important by some of the respondents in this current research. Those
students increasingly weighed up the practical value of their further education given
that their reason for attending university was mostly to become a more employable
person, responding to societal expectations in graduation as a means of personal
wealth creation, as pointed out by Gibbs (2001). This finding supports earlier
research by Willis and Rosen (1979) who found that predicted future earnings
streams are important for the decision whether or not to attend college.
Students were aware that since their costs of living are borne by their parents, they
had to obtain a job soon after graduating from a university, so that they could finance
their own expenses and reduce their parents or family financial burden. Based on
those situations, students in this current study recognised the importance of acquiring
tertiary education in preparing them to obtain a certain job. Students developed
possible career interests and even established personal goals to pursue specific
occupations. This finding is consistent with earlier research by Terenzini, Cabrera
and Bernal (2001).
The decision to participate in higher education was also found in this current study to
be based, in part, an analysis of cost return. Students in this research also mentioned
that study at a public university would not only lead to a better job and better choice
of job, but also a better-paid occupation. This confirmed McDonough’s (1997, p3)
assumption that “students maximize perceived cost-benefits in their college choices;
have perfect information; and are engaged in a process of rational choice”. The result
also supports an econometric model focused on expected costs, expected future
earnings, student background characteristics, and college characteristics as factors
important to the study of college choice (Hossler & Stage 1992).
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On the other hand, the prospective students in this current study who were already
aware of the job market in their area of interest had already been planning their
career development since high school. These students would consider choosing a
tertiary education that could help them achieve their plan. This line of thought was in
line with Powell and Luzzo (1998), who found that high-school students with high
levels of career maturity, including competencies in decision-making skills, were
more committed to making career choices. The importance of personal improvement
supports previous work done by Chen and Zimitat (2006), Binsardi and Ekwulugo
(2003) and Bourke (2000), who showed that potential students were considering
possible future career prospects after graduation when deciding on a tertiary
education.
Based on the results from the qualitative phase in this current study, students
revealed that they had already planned to further their study even in high school.
Findings from this study were in agreement with previous research, confirming that
students planned their study at higher-education institutions in accordance with their
career planning while in high school. For example, previous research within
Australia (James 2000; Alloway et al. 2004; Rasmussen, Moen & Gulbrandsen 2006)
and internationally (Connor et al. 1999) found that a significant number of students
made decisions about further study long before they applied for higher education. In
addition, the qualitative research conducted by Alloway et al. (2004) also found that
many students commenced their career planning during the junior grades of
secondary school. Further, Alloway et al. (2004) noted that a number of teachers and
parents expressed concern that decisions were being made at a relatively young age
which was considered by some to be ‘too early’.

5.2.1.4 Significance of Total Expenses in Choosing a University
One of the important factors that influenced Indonesian students’ perceptions of their
university-choice process was total expenses (cost). Students identified a number of
financial factors: tuition fees, cost of study, cost of living and other related expenses
incurred while studying at the university. This finding is consistent with Dumond,
Lynch and Platania (2008), who found that the costs associated with attending a
particular university consist of direct (i.e., tuition and fees) and indirect (e.g., travel
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to and from the university) costs. However, this study appears to be inconsistent with
St. John, Paulsen and Starkey (1996), who treated living costs separately from pricerelated variables because it is easier for students to ‘control’ their living costs. In
general, the importance of total costing of study supports numerous studies
(Struckman-Johnson & Kinsley 1985; Steadman & Dagwell 1990; Stewart &
Felicetti 1991; Rickman & Green 1993; Kallio 1995; Australian International
Education Foundation 1996; Licata & Maxham 1998; Moogan et al. 1999; Bourke
2000; Conard & Conard 2000).
Results from conjoint analysis in this current study found that total expenses only
counted as the fourth most influential factors on student choice of a university. This
finding contradicts Sevier’s (1993) study on college-bound high-school juniors,
which found that total cost of attending college was the most important factor in
choosing a college. Although total expenses are not the most important factor, this
factor is still considered by students when choosing a university. The findings
support other studies looking at factors that influence decision-making in adolescents
in focusing on financial issues (Perna & Titus 2004; DesJardins et al. 2006;
Bergerson 2009).
The issues pertaining to cost were found to be conflicting between this current study
and other studies. Based on students’ perception identified in the quantitative phase
of this study, total expenses were found to be less important than advice from family,
friends and/or teacher, reputation and job prospects. Similarly, Houston’s (1980)
study also found cost-related issues to be at the bottom of the scale. This study’s
finding appears to be inconsistent with those of Doorbar (2001), who reported that
cost was more important than reputation in the decisions made by Asian students. In
this current study, although total expenses were not the most important factor, they
were perceived to be more important than campus atmosphere and proximity. This
thought was parallel with Joseph and Joseph (2000), who found that cost-related
issues seem to have more importance as years go by. This idea was also in line with
Webb (1993) and Joseph and Joseph (1998), who found that the factors related to
cost are among the most important elements for students.
Respondents in this study confirmed that the cost of attending a specific university
played a major role in their decision to enrol, but the decision was not made solely on
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the basis of cost. As a result of the newly introduced government funding policy in
Indonesian higher education, there seems to be greater propensity for students to
consider more carefully economic factors such as job opportunities to supplement
their incomes, as indicated by Foskett, Maringe and Roberts (2006). Similarly, both
Lauer’s (2002) and Wilson, Wolfe and Haveman’s (2005) studies supported the role
of higher expected lifetime earnings in the education-participation decision. This
research may suggest that expected income returns from extra education to
compensate the cost incurred play a positive role in the participation decision for
furthering study a university.
Students in this current study took into consideration cost and affordability. In
responding to this situation, students differentiated between public and private
universities to choose the best cost-effectiveness of higher education to pursue. It
should be noted that students in this study were aware that cost for attending public
universities is lower than private. Therefore, they chose public university to help to
save their parents money. This finding supports McPherson and Schapiro’s (1991)
research that choices may simply reflect differences in the tuition-cost margins of
students at public versus private institutions.
Those students also noted that financial support from parents or family might limit
the choice of the university, as their financial sponsors may influence them to study
in certain locations or study programs. This finding is consistent with a number of
studies investigating the relationship between family income and the student
decision-making process (Sowell 1989; Hu & Hossler 2000; Chenoweth & Galliher
2004; Hamrick & Stage 2004). Recognising their family economic status, students in
this current study made careful decisions before selecting a certain university. This
thought was parallel with several researchers who have found that low-income
students may be more sensitive to price than students from families with higher
incomes (Leslie & Brinkman 1987; St John & Noell 1989; St. John 1990; McPherson
& Schapiro 1991). This current study finding suggests that financial constraints limit
the number of universities to choose from is limited, and therefore, students have to
choose a university that is affordable for their family economic status.
In this circumstance, students in this current research looked for opportunities that
were cost-effective. They were aware of the many issues that affect cost, including
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cost of living specifically for food, rent, transportation and other expenses incurred
during their study in the university, as suggested by many scholars (Waters 1992;
Wang 1998; Doorbar 2001; Kim 2001). In this current study, students made a
rational decision by considering their socioeconomic position before making a
choice. This consideration is consistent with economic models of choice by Becker
(1975), which assume that students are rational and make careful cost-benefit
decisions by maximising their utility and minimising their risks to obtain the best
choice for them (Raposo & Alves 2007).
The available scholarships were seen as an important factor to reduce parents and
family’s burden. In 2010, the government through the DGHE, budgeted to provide
20,000 full scholarships under a new scheme called “Bidik misi” targeting high
school leavers, in an attempt to provide more access to the needy. Seen as a good
initiative, those student scholarships are among the most competitive in the country,
with both merit-based and means-tested awards.
In this current study, students were also conscious that the cost of education is
regarded as an investment in human capital. By studying at the university, students
assumed they would obtain much information and skill needed to enhance their
ability to pursue job prospects desired in future life. Students compared their
investment in studying at tertiary education with the future benefit they would get
after obtaining a good job. This notion corresponds to the Human Capital Theory
proposed by Schultz (1961) and developed by Becker (1964), which analysed the
educational issue through economic models. It emphasised that accessing higher
education is an investment for students’ future careers.
Students in this current study also revealed that costs relating to spatial distance from
educational facilities including transportation cost and possible extra living costs also
play a role in the decision to participate in education. Students might have to choose
a university in their neighbourhood to reduce the cost burden for their family. This
holds true for this current study, since the majority of the respondents originated
from inside the region in where they reside at present. It means that the students
chose a university nearby for reducing the costs incurred in commuting between their
home and the university. This finding supports that of Foskett, Maringe and Roberts
(2006) that reasonable accommodation costs, family-home proximity, flexibility of
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fee payment, and availability of financial aid exert a significance influence on
college-choice decision. Likewise, the result corroborates with another study by
Carter (1999), who reported that lower socioeconomic status students tended to be
constrained by their financial circumstances in that they attended less expensive
institutions closer to their homes.
In this current study, within the attribute of total expenses, an average level of total
expenses was considered to have the highest utility followed by a low level and,
finally, a high. It was interesting to note that according to the part-worths of the
overall 403 students, they preferred the moderate level of total expenses to the low or
high levels, contrary to what they stated in the initial phase of this research. This
indicates how the students’ trade off their most preferred strong reputation levels for
affordable total expenses to get the best value for money. This finding shows that the
403 consumers in the aggregate sample were not too sensitive on price. These results
confirm Leslie and Brinkman’s (1987) and Becker’s (1990) findings in the US that
studies of college choice have consistently shown that students are only moderately
price-sensitive. This finding is interesting, given that most of the empirical evidence
shows students being relatively responsive to changes in tuition price for a wide
variety of institution types (Jackson & Weathersby 1975; Leslie & Brinkman 1987;
Heller 1997, 2001; Curs & Singell Jr 2010). The possible explanation for this finding
is that the students in this study realised that higher costs were associated with a
better-quality higher-education experience, which is in line with Holdsworth and
Nind (2005). However, the result seems to conflict with Huber, Holbrook and Kahn’s
(1986) study, which found that students were less likely to rely on tuition price as a
proxy for quality.
In general, this current study found that total expenses were not the most important
consideration of students looking for a university. This parallels Jackson’s (1982)
study, which found that students used tuition to eliminate some options for the later
stages of choice. This result was also consistent with James, Baldwin and McInnis’s
(1999) research which found that costs incurred were usually not a strong influence
in applicants’ choice of university.
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5.2.1.5 Significance of Campus Atmosphere in Choosing a University
Students in this study considered campus atmosphere as the overall university
surroundings including campus environment, facilities inside the university,
interaction and safety. In this current study, facilities affected students’ choice of
institution in a number of ways. These students related the university facilities to
learning and teaching facilities, especially library facilities and the availability of a
computer laboratory. University facilities, according to the students, would
significantly influence their learning process and their success in achieving a degree.
This finding highlights the importance of facilities on students’ decision-making
regarding a university, as found in previous studies, such as Price (2003) in the UK,
Wagner and Fard (2009) in Malaysia and Yamamoto (2006) in Turkey.
Physical facilities had an impact on students’ choice of which university to attend.
The analyses suggest that institutional characteristics and facilities have a direct
influence on a student’s decision to attend a particular university. Although this
factor only rated fifth out of six, the importance of this factor cannot be ignored. This
research suggests that university’s facilities would significantly influence their
learning process and their success in achieving a degree.
Students in this study still perceived physical facilities as one indicator of a goodquality university, and felt that they reflected the image of the university. These
physical facilities expressed the university’s values and character, and had the
potential to affect prospective students’ perceptions of the university. This result
confirms Reynold (2007) finding that the quality of classrooms, open spaces, and the
library also having a significant impact on the rejection decision. Students might
reject an institution because important facilities were missing, inadequate, or poorly
maintained.
An attractive campus and quality facilities did play a role in the decision process, but
they were not necessarily a deciding factor. Students in this current study placed
heavy emphasis on ‘feeling comfortable’ with campus surroundings while studying.
Specifically, the conjoint analysis found that students would prefer a ‘great’ campus
atmosphere rather than ‘average’ or ‘very little’. The results verified those of
Moogan et al. (2001), who found that prospective students may consider other ‘non193

academic’ information such as where to live or socialise, or the resource availability
at the university as a whole. A possible explanation is a comfortable situation might
greatly influence student learning processes, having an impact on factors such as
moods, satisfaction and self-worth, as pointed out by Ma and MacMillan (1999).
After all, those students assumed that they would be studying there for at least four
years.
Social life at university, social life nearby and friendly atmosphere were also used by
students in this current study as considered factors in selecting a university. The
social criteria measured include whether there was a friendly atmosphere on campus
(Mansfield & Warwick 2006). This study’s findings are consistent with those of
Moogan and Baron (2003), who found that the institution’s social atmosphere
(entertainment facilities and union events) was considered by the majority of their
respondents. Those students who were studying at institutions far away from their
homes gave greater weight to ‘social variables’ in comparison to those students who
were living with their parents near the university, and who were more concerned
with ‘practical variables’ (location and distance), as found by Stordahl (1970).
In addition to those factors, students revealed that campus environment also
determined their preference of university. Campus environment included any social
aspects such as the completeness of the book collection in the library, recreational
centres, sports centres, canteen, dormitory and other facilities. This result verifies the
work of other scholars (Dixon & Martin 1991; Webb, Coccari & Allen 1996;
Barnetson 1997; Lockhart 1997), who maintained that campus ecological
characteristics, such as social aspects, library collections, college environment, social
climate, residence, recreational centres and number of faculty in the department, are
often cited as the motive for college choice. These results also underlined previous
research (Villella & Hu 1990; Johnson & Stewart 1991; Kallio 1995; St. John et al.
1996; Weiler 1996) that claimed that residency status, academic-environment
characteristics, housing costs, housing and recreational options are heavy
determinants of college choice.
Based on the results of the current study, the social atmosphere of a campus affected
the students in various ways. Students in this study pointed out that they would feel
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secure with the social interaction in the selected university if their friends also
studied there. In particular, friends from high school and from their own
neighbourhood could make students as they engaged in the new atmosphere. This
study was parallel with that of Eyermann (1995), who contended that home-like
atmosphere and social influences within the campus environment were the motives
for college choice. This study implies that students did not want to have difficulty
adjusting to a new environment.

5.2.1.6 Significance of Proximity in Choosing a University
The location of the campus was significantly important for respondents in this
current study. Students considered proximity as the distance from home, taking into
consideration the time taken to get to university. For Indonesian students, distance
matters more in terms of cost for moving, emotional security and maintaining family
ties. As would be expected, the distance from home was another factor limiting
student choice of university. The evidence suggests that a large proportion of
students were deciding to ‘go local’. Although the decision to go local may not lead
to the best choice of degree for students from society’s viewpoint, it was undertaken
to meet parents’ expectations. Based on the results of the qualitative phase in the
current research, location of the campus near home was the most important for 70 %
of respondents. Not surprisingly, the factor was of highest importance to those
students who were first-generation university attendees in their family and to female
students. This study confirms a study by Kohn, Manski and Mundel (1976), who
found that close proximity of a higher-education institution to home is an important
factor in student predisposition to attend college.
Living close to a selective university attracted students in this study to what the
university had to offer, and encouraged students to try to attend a selective
university. This finding highlights those of a large study by Hughes et al. (2007) on
second-year A-Level students at 20 schools and colleges across the Midlands through
interview and questionnaire. Their study found that students decided to go to a local
university and live at home whilst studying in higher education. Consistent among
these studies is that increased distance from a university is inversely related to the
probability of attending. This study emphasised that the likelihood of attending a
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school would be higher the closer it was to the student as noted by Dumond et al.
(2008).
Students in this research may have preferred the emotional security of remaining
close to family and friends while participating in the university. Hamrick (2007,
p140-141) similarly found that another important criterion for students, or for their
parents, was security, including physical safety and security based on the institution’s
location and emotional security resulting from proximity to relatives or from
proximity to friends. This line of thought parallels Archer et al’s (2003), Pugsley’s
(2004) and Reay’s (2001), who underscored that students considered their emotional
security while participating in the ‘risky’ and unfamiliar world of higher education
by choosing a nearby university, especially for those who were first-generation
educated and from working-class families.
Going to a nearby college also allowed students in this research to more easily
maintain ties with family members, friends and significant others. This finding
matches with the notion that students in the current research had traditionally close
family ties, where people leave home usually only after marriage. This kind of
tradition continues in Indonesian culture as part of family responsibilities and a sense
of security. The effect of culture in this result supports Litten’s (1982) general
conclusion that there are likely to be some differences across racial groups in terms
of their choice behaviour. In general, the importance of close proximity to keep
maintaining family ties, as found in this study, is consistent with earlier studies
(Pimpa 2005; Turley 2009). The findings are also consistent with Perez and
McDonough’s (2008) study, which found proximity to home and kinship ties as the
major influences of college choice for Latinas/os.
Geographic accessibility did play a role in determining the student choices of highereducation institution in this current study. Accessibility to higher-education
institutions had a positive influence on going to university. Some students in this
study considered the convenience of travelling from home to the university in terms
of time and money spent. Further, this research reveals that proximity to a college
campus did affect college attendance rates, since students could reach the campus
easily and on time, as concluded by Hossler and Gallagher (1987). Therefore,
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students who live close to a campus are more likely to attend university, though they
may not attend the campus located near their hometown.
This research found that study at a nearby college was an important stimulator of
students’ decisions to further their education, since it was relatively low-cost.
Students in this current study were aware that if they chose to leave their family and
to go a different town, there were search costs for a new place to live, moving costs,
rental costs and costs of purchasing new furniture or other items for a new apartment.
Students believed that living farther away from their selected university would
increase the cost of study. In other words, the results confirm that students living
farther away are disadvantaged in accessing university education, as pointed out by
Spiess and Wrohlich (2010). In such financial circumstances, students attend less
expensive institutions closer to their homes, as noted by Carter (1999).
In general, based on the results of this present study, students and their families may
sort into areas where local universities exist, as identified by Do (2004) as ‘sorting
effect’. The possible explanation is that they tried to minimise the potential problem
by including the education of the parent and their income. Additionally, in the
Indonesian context in particular, where individuals’ moving probabilities are much
lower than, for instance, in Australia and the US, it can be argued that the moving
behaviour of households is mainly dominated by factors related to the employment
of the parents and not other factors. One possible explanation is that Indonesian
students may be more likely to want to go to a university that allows them to
continue to live with their parents, while pursuing a university education.
In contrast, one participant in the qualitative phase of this current research who chose
to study in another region wanted to develop the self-confidence to live
independently. In parallel to the views of Christie (2007, p2245), “the geographical
mobility marks a significant stage in the transition that young people make to
adulthood and independence, bringing with it the opportunity to access a new city
and a new lifestyle”. This line of thought also supports Mulder and Clark’s (2002)
notion that attending higher education means the first opportunity to leave home and
to develop a taste for independence. In this sense, leaving home is an accepted and
valued part of the university experience. This strong confidence made students more
likely to attend college outside of their local market area, particularly when they had
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high academic abilities and educational aspirations (Paulsen 1990; Hoyt & Brown
2003).

5.2.1.7 Influential People and Information Sources in the Students’ DecisionMaking Process
Previous sections have discussed several factors influencing students’ choice of
university in this current research. Besides those factors, students have also
mentioned several influential people and information sources they used to support
their decision-making process. This section reports and discusses those influential
people and information sources used by students to select a university.
Students in this research were aware that the decision to study at a tertiary institution
is often momentous for an individual. This was compounded by the fact that the
choice process was complicated and the outcomes could change their future. In such
circumstances, adequate information about a university, including the availability,
transparency and quality of information received, would influence these students’
process of choosing a university. Potential students required more accurate
information about such things as university cost, reputation, employment after
graduation, campus atmosphere and facilities before they even entered university.
Because the nature of higher education is that it is a pure service with limited
tangible outputs, such intangibility creates a high level of risk for potential students,
as pointed out by Cubillo, Sánchez and Cerviño (2006). To reduce the perceived risk
associated with selecting the wrong university, prospective students in this current
study sought information about universities and their offerings from various sources,
particularly from their close neighbourhood.
In this present study, interpersonal influences were found to be crucial as intervening
links on students when engaging in decision-making about their future, particularly
higher-education choice; specifically, when respondents in the current research were
asked about their perceptions of influential people in the decision to select a
university, they mentioned six types of influential people with seven different roles.
The six types of influential people were parents and family (mentioned by 47
respondents), friends (including peers, boyfriend and community) (35), teachers (26),
themselves (10), promotional media (4) and others (including senior students from
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their high school, current students at the university and alumni) (3). In general, the
findings confirmed previous study (Cabrera & La Nasa 2000; College Board 2010)
that students use a variety of ways to access university information, such as through
their parents, peers, teachers, counsellors, college representatives and the internet.
However, the access level and the use of those sources vary, and are dependent on
parents’ education level, family income, and traditions.
Regarding the roles that those influential people played, students in this present study
revealed seven important roles: funding, motivator (encourager), advisor, role model,
decision-maker, siblings/friends studying in the same university and information
source. In general, this finding validated Chapman’s (1981) notion that those
significant people could influence students’ choice of tertiary education in many
ways. Such behaviour includes helping shape a student's expectations of a particular
university, providing direct assistant and advice about choosing a university or
already attending or having attended a particular institution.
As predicted, this study’s findings indicate that parents and family members were the
most influential people in students’ decision-making process to select a particular
university. Such family members included siblings, as well as relatives such as
uncles, aunts and cousins. As mentioned earlier, according to students, parents were
involved in offering encouragement and support, discussing university plans and
saving for university expenses. Parental encouragement can be defined as “the
frequency of discussions between parents and students about parents’ expectations,
hopes, and dreams for their children” (Hossler et al. 1999, p24). This study
confirmed David et al.’s (2003) finding that parental encouragement has a
tremendous effect on children in various educational situations by being directly
involved in the planning process for higher education and making obvious the
increasing role of education in keeping pace with changes in the labour market. The
findings of the current research further suggested that parental encouragement and
motivation was related to maintaining high educational expectations for their
children, as was talking with them about their university plans (Stage & Hossler
1989) and acting as funding provider by cumulatively saving for university (Flint
1993; Hossler & Vesper 1993). The finding of the current research also verified
Gofen’s (2009) study, which found that encouragement from parents to attend
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university was an opportunity to meet parents’ expectations. Thus, the findings of
this study corroborated other research (Hossler et al. 1999; Cabrera & La Nasa 2000)
and made clear the importance of parents in students’ choice process.
This present study also revealed that the students were persuaded to choose a
particular university because their family members and/or parents attended the same
university. In this study, other persons of influence were relatives who were
attending or had attended the university. This finding is consistent with other studies
(Washburn 2002; Bradbury & Mather 2009) that found that encouragement and
support by family members influenced students’ decision to attend university.
Students in this current study might even have been encouraged to choose a
particular university because their family expected them to achieve at a higher level
than they did. Additionally, family structure has also been hypothesised to affect
college enrolment indirectly through decreased parental supervision, interaction and
involvement due to time and resource constraints, as indicated by Coleman (1988).
In such circumstances, siblings became an important source of information to
complement the decreased involvement of parents on students’ decision-making
process.
According to the students in the current research, the second important source of
influence on the pursuit of higher education was their friends. Friends’ opinions
pertaining to university preference weighed heavily in the minds of Indonesian
students when deciding upon a university. These friends tended to encourage
students to attend the same university they did. The study also highlighted the
importance of relatives or friends as information sources, as opposed to official
information sources such as university brochures or web sites. This finding is
consistent with previous research (Zikopoulos & Barber 1986; Wang 1998; Pimpa
2005).
The top two influential types of people frequently mentioned by respondents, parents
and friends, support Spenner and Featherman’s (1978, p392) assertion that "the
encouragement of one's parents and the plans of one's peers appear to shape
ambitions more directly and with greater impact than any other source. Their effects
are stronger than the direct influence of one's scholastic aptitude or previous
academic achievement and much stronger than any direct influence from one's social
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origins per se". The finding of current research may suggest that both parents and
friends contributed significantly on students’ choice of university.
This study found that parents were the most influential people, followed by family
members and friends. This result confirmed preceding research that found that
students are influenced in their decision processes, with parents being the most
important influential source (Kim, Markham & Cangelosi 2002; David et al. 2003),
in addition to siblings and friends (Mulvaney 2000). Consistent with Davies and
Kandel (1981), parents are stronger influences than best friends in determining the
educational aspirations of adolescents. However, this current study result did not
support Boatwright et al. (1992), who reported that peer influence was more
important than parents. It must be noted that sometimes parental effects were directly
observed and sometimes they interacted with or complemented those of others.
Students in this current study also revealed that not only parents, family members
and friends were involved in their decision-making process regarding university, but
also teachers and counsellors in high school. This current study is consistent with
other findings (Lillard & Gerner 1999; Bradshaw, Espinoza & Hausman 2001) that
students resorted to teachers and high school counsellors as influential people in
choosing a university. This result also confirmed numerous research studies showing
that students look at teachers as part of their information-gathering process
(Alexander & Eckland 1975; Coleman & Hoffer 1987). However, this current
study’s results contradicted Hossler, Braxton and Coopersmith’s (1989, p259)
finding that “counsellors and teachers have very little influence upon the stimuli
stage of most high school students”. A possible explanation is that when parents and
other family lack knowledge about university, students seek help from their teacher,
whom they saw every day in school. In this circumstance, teachers served as primary
sources of information. This research also confirms that although students already
have their parents and family as source of information, the advice from their teachers
complemented these information. As explained by other scholars (Haring & BeyardTyler 1992; Ma 2000), the encouragement provided by both parents and teachers
mattered by boosting student self-esteem.
Students in this current study also referred to themselves mainly as the final decisionmaker on university choice and as an information source. This parallels Freeman’s
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(2005, p15) finding that students “often mentioned themselves as their own
motivator” and tended to cite their self-direction the university-choice process. This
current study suggests that students were increasingly more active when making
decisions in relation to consumer choices with the best possible outcomes for them
(Briggs 2006), and they were “more sophisticated” and were making “more informed
choices” (Clarke & Brown 1998, p85). Students in this current study have also
shown that they facilitated their sense of independence and self-determination when
choosing a university, and that such behaviour was intended to avoid “what they did
not want to be”.
Other sources of information, such as institutional advertisements and university
brochures, also affected university choice. This current study confirmed that printed
materials were important sources of information. Besides those promotional media,
university web sites were becoming more popular as sources of information used by
prospective students when selecting a university. In this study, students used both the
university web site and printed materials as useful sources of information. However,
as shown in various research (Cook & Zallocco 1983; Duhan et al. 1997), word-ofmouth recommendations from family and friends constituted a major source of
influence on students’ university choice. This type of indirect communication is
strongly preferred in Asian cultures where maintaining harmony in social relations is
important (Schwarz 2003), as found in the Indonesian context. Another possible
explanation is that students are eager for any personal source of information or, it
may simply be that Indonesian culture values personal communication.
Students in this study found university alumni and current students to be useful
sources of information. Additionally, these influential people might serve as trusted
advocates regarding the university decision-making process, as they had experienced
in it. This result is in line with Nemko (2008), who emphasised that graduates can act
as valuable information sources and tools for tertiary institutions.
This results imply that although students used other sources of information to replace
parents or complement parents’ information, parents remain the key source of
encouragement and guidance during the entire college-choice process (Davies &
Kandel 1981; Ceja 2006), and that students themselves have authority for making
decisions. This study also suggests that marketing communication strategies can
202

affect potential students’ impressions together with their experiences and word-ofmouth influences (Ivy 2001, 2008).

5.2.2 Discussion of Segmentation Analysis Results
Several conceptual models have been developed in the literature to explain consumer
behaviour in general and consumer behaviour in higher education in particular. This
study points out that consumer behaviour in higher-education choice can be
differentiated between two distinct segments: the social networks-based decision
perspective (Segment 1) and the rational-decision perspective (Segment 2). The
results of the conjoint analysis on the individual level were used to determine
whether there were groups of respondents within each version of the survey who
were different from each other based on their relative factor importance scores. The
following sections discuss the characteristics of each segment.

5.2.2.1 The Social Networks-Based Decision Perspective (Segment 1)
The social networks-based decision perspectives segment represents 19.85% (80) of
the sample of prospective students. This segment was characterised by higher
dependence on advice from family, friends and/or teachers, considering it the most
important factor in their decision, with a relative-importance score of 60.245%.
Moreover, this group had a lack of sensitivity to total expenses compared to the other
group and the overall sample.
The students in Segment 1 were less likely than either Segment 2 or the aggregate
sample to choose a university based on their own decision. In contrast to Segment 2,
the students in Segment 1 were very dependent on others’ opinions on their choice of
a particular university. Recommendation from others well-connected to these
students could have influenced their university decision. They had the lowest interest
in choosing a university without other support, and were the least willing to take
risks by making wrong decisions regarding university.
The results of this study regarding the importance of family, particularly parents,
provide evidence to support Stage and Hossler’s (1989) general conclusion that
parents have complex and varied effects on students’ college choice. The results
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verify Moogan et al.’s (1999) study, which reported that information was gained
from word of mouth, parents and friends and was used to test out what universities
offered in terms of the educational and social benefits, as reiterated in Veloutsou,
Paton and Lewis (2005). The finding is also consistent with other scholars (Young
2002; Avrahami & Dar 2004; Cunningham et al. 2005) who found that sociocultural
influences such as family, friends, and contextual barriers and supports influence
students’ choice of university.
For this segment, three other factors job prospects, total expenses and campus
atmosphere had almost equal importance. Although the students in this segment
chose the ‘poor’ level of job prospects, this factor was still placed second. The
importance of job prospects in this current study aligned with Bourdieu and
Passeron’s (1990) cultural capital theory: that individuals attain social status through
the transfer or acquisition of certain ‘assets’. They proposed that people could
acquire cultural capital through three forms: knowledge or skills, artefacts (such as
books, recordings, homes) and academic degrees. Students in the study were
obviously seeking to acquire knowledge and skills, along with academic degrees.
They wanted the university experience for gaining job skills that would lead to their
professional career or skill.
The finding that total expenses were the third most important factor for this segment
agrees with other scholars (Hoverstad, Lamb & Miller 1989; Langa Rosado & David
2006) who found that cost and tuition fees were considered by students when
choosing a university. Segment 1 is quite different to both Segment 2 and the
aggregate sample, expressing the highest preference for high total expenses. This
segment was less sensitive to costs related to study at the university. This finding
implies that students were willing to pay a high cost for their university degrees, as
long as they were not separated from their family and from home surroundings. For
many students in this segment, living in a place where they would be separated from
their friends or relatives was intolerable. Students tried to find a school where
friends, family or relatives were already studying. Students valued social capital as
the desire for security among their social networks. Students valued networks of
friends and human contacts and they did not want to pursue their studies outside of
their community.
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Outside of choosing a university strongly recommended by family, friends and/or
teachers, a great campus atmosphere but close or moderate proximity to home were
more attractive for prospective students in Segment 1. This result supports a recent
study by Baker and Brown (2007) who suggested that an exotic quality of the sights,
sounds and smells of institutions can be an influencer in university choice.
Interestingly, students in this segment seemed to be less focused on reputation in
their choice of university, placing it the lowest of the six factors examined. For the
students in this segment, total expenses were more important than reputation. This
result for Segment 1 supported Bers and Galowich’s (2002) study, which found that
reputation was less important than factors related to money. Not surprisingly, the
students in this segment did not mind a university with a poor reputation, as long as
their choice was strongly supported by their family, friends and/or teachers and had
close or moderate proximity to their home surroundings. This finding implies that
students in this segment would have been unlikely to study in a university without
the resources and supports offered by their social capital. Maintaining a close
relationship with family, friends and other influential people, as is traditional in
Indonesian culture, was important to students in Segment 1.

5.2.2.2 The Rational-Decision Perspective (Segment 2)
The rational-decision perspective segment represents 80.15% (323) of the sample.
The prospective students in this segment were very concerned about the ‘best’
representative of a public university, and they were more concerned with reputation
and job prospects than with following the advice of family, friends and/or teachers.
They preferred a university with a strong reputation that could offer good job
prospects after graduation. This was in line with Hooley and Lynch (1981). This
segment valued the importance of reputation only slightly more than the importance
of job prospects.
The findings for Segment 2 in this study correlated far more closely with the
majority of research in higher-education segmentation and choice, which examines
attributes related to the rational perspective including academic excellence and
subsequent career opportunities (Menon 1998; Young 2002; Gray et al. 2003; Mai
2005); quality of education, including teaching courses and high institutional
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standards (Conard & Conard 2001; Chapman & Pyvis 2006); and reputation and
social activities (Hoverstad et al. 1989; Willis & Kennedy 2004; Yogev 2007).
In this segment, reputation played an important role in students’ choice of university,
as recognised in a number of previous studies (Moogan et al. 2001; Briggs 2006;
MORI 2006). Students assumed that a university with a good reputation would easily
lead to a prestigious career. The importance of job prospects for this segment aligned
with Mazzarol, Soutar and Thein’s (2000) study in which students rated future
employment as an important factor. This finding also emphasised what other studies
(Naude & Ivy 1999; Moogan & Baron 2003) findings that students felt the attending
universities perceived as offering a better-quality education would lead to improved
employment prospects.
Respondents in Segment 2 placed almost equal importance on advice from family,
friends and/or teachers, total expenses and campus atmosphere. Students in this
segment did value advice from family, friends and/or teachers, as had been found in
many studies (Ceja 2004; Kim & Schneider 2005; Perna & Titus 2005), although
they only placed it third in importance after reputation and job prospects.
Consistent with the aggregate sample, students in this segment chose an average
level of total expenses (as opposed to a low or high level). Students seemed to
understand that they would have to pay higher cost to study at a university with a
strong reputation that offered good job prospects. Total expenses were not the main
concern in the students’ search for a university, given that students in this segment
placed total expenses only fourth in importance.
Additionally, moderate distance from home was preferable for those students than
close proximity. Although numerous studies (Schuster, Constantino & Klein 1988;
Pratt & Evans 2002; Rocca, Washburn & Sprling 2003; Shanka et al. 2006) have
pointed out the importance of proximity on students’ choice of university, students in
this segment did not consider close proximity as an important factor. This results
contradicts Kohn, Manski and Mundel’s (1997) findings that close proximity of a
higher-education institution to home is an important factor in student predisposition
to attend college. In general, students in this segment perhaps have a ‘good taste’ in
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universities, and are independent seekers, likely to desire a university experience of
living away from home.

5.2.3 Discussion of Simulation Analysis Results
As a final stage of the conjoint analysis, the part-worth scores were used as an input
for predicting expected preference shares of the commercially feasible products. The
results of all three simulation models (maximum utility, Bradley-Terry-Luce, and
logit) for three university choices found that the two segments had dissimilar
preferences.
Among the three university choices (labelled University A, University B and
University C), it was found that the University C profile has the highest market-share
prediction for Segment 1. University C was characterised by low total expenses,
average reputation, close proximity and strong recommendations from family,
friends and/or teachers, though with poor job prospects as well as very little campus
atmosphere. The important fact is that the high preference share for that type of
university by respondents in Segment 1 is consistent with the characteristics of this
segment. Students in Segment 1 were more dependent on advice from family, friends
and/or teachers than the other segment. Students perceived that sociocultural
influences such as family, friends and other influential people could become their
barriers or supports for their further study. For those reasons, students in this segment
were willing to go to the university strongly supported by family, friends and other
influential people.
This current research found that Segment 2, unlike Segment 1, preferred University
B profile in the simulation analysis over the other profiles. University B had the
highest market-share prediction almost 50% for all three simulation models
(maximum utility, Bradley-Terry-Luce, and logit). University B was characterised by
average total expenses, reputation, job prospects and campus atmosphere, with
moderate proximity but strong recommendation from family, friends and/or teachers.
When looking for the level of each attribute, it was found that University B had
moderate levels of each attribute except advice from family, friends and/or teachers.
This finding implies that Segment 2 has a tendency to choose a ‘middle of the road’
university. This largest segment represents typical prospective students who choose a
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middle-sized university that is strongly recommended by family, friends and/or
teachers. There are many universities of this type in Indonesia, spread across all
provinces.
The simulation analysis results revealed that high total expenses, strong reputation,
far proximity, good job prospects, moderate support from family, friends and/or
teachers and average campus atmosphere, as in University A’s profile, were not
desirable for either segment, not for overall respondents. There are not many
universities with these characteristics in Indonesia, but they are regarded as the
classic type, and as reputable public universities.

5.2.4 Other Findings of the Qualitative Study
Since the quantitative study looked at only one geographical region, the differences
between autonomous and non-autonomous public universities were not tested in the
quantitative study: therefore the qualitative findings are now discussed.
The qualitative study in this research identified a number of factors in university
choice not discovered in the literature: however, they were not included in the
quantitative study because they were raised by only a few students. Among those
choice factors, students mentioned the opportunity to continue postgraduate study
overseas, community perceptions, God and luck. Although these factors were
mentioned by a few students, the findings implied that they might be unique to the
Indonesian higher-education context. This may also suggest that some Indonesian
students may consider those factors when considering a university.
Among those choice factors, one student mentioned that the opportunity to continue
postgraduate study overseas motivated him/her to study at a public university.
Students were aware that undergraduate education is a pathway to further study in
postgraduate programs. Table 3.10 (in Chapter 3), shows that out of 48 participants
in the qualitative study, 44 participants (92%) wished to obtain a postgraduate
degree. The student assumed that studying in public universities would make it easier
to pursue a postgraduate program overseas, since public universities were perceived
as providing better education than private universities. The public-university quality
that is internationally approved and accepted by overseas universities adds credibility
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to the qualification of their graduates. International link can further aid universities in
creating an image and enhancing their reputation in students’ perception. This factor
can also be linked with employment opportunities, especially for those courses
required in the job market. In this case, this choice type is related to enhancing the
opportunity for career upgrades, demands from work environments for certain
qualifications, and career shifts. This choice type is generally related to the student's
own decision, rather than other people's opinion, although it is noted that this
requires further investigation.
Community perceptions were also considered by students in this study when
selecting a public university. Students tended to gather other opinions before making
a decision regarding which university to pursue. Students often take into account the
opinions of other people when making university choices. They may also take into
account how they think universities are viewed by potential employers or by
graduate schools. This thought agrees with Witt and Bruce (1972), who discovered
the existence of various determinants of influence, including perceived risk, expertise
of the referent, and the individual’s need for social approval. These type of
influences, according to Blackwell, Miniard and Engel (2001), can be categorised as
non-marketer-dominated information sources: in other words, they are free of the
influence of marketers. Most of the non-marketer-dominated information sources can
be considered as word-of-mouth. In Indonesian culture, other people’s opinions can
be sources of information as well as sources of influence in the decision- making
process. Indonesian students also appreciated what people said in terms of the
desired public university. Students then compared the desired public university with
other prospective public universities, as well as private universities, to choose the
best fit for them. This finding emphasised Moschis’s (1976) finding that consumers
use both reflective and comparative appraisal in their choices. That is, they engage in
direct, verbal interaction to determine the reference group's evaluation, as well as
observing the behaviour of reference-group members in regard to the decision under
consideration. In such situations, other people’s opinion can either provide expertise,
or help to reduce perceived risk.
This current study found that one student cited ‘God’ and ‘Luck’ repectively as the
important choice criteria in their decision to select a particular public university. In
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this situation, a confident student not only has sufficient stored information about the
university, but also feels self-assured about making the right decision. For some
students, even very smart ones, making the right choices about university can seem
like a terribly risky venture. Managing the university search process left many
students feeling overwhelmed and confused. The whole process seemed risky and
stressful. University choice was a much individualised decision process for some
students, involving their self-beliefs and their subjective probabilities of being
accepted by a particular university. Although pursuing a university degree involves
making a choice, for a student in this current study it also involved luck. Therefore
they relied upon God to guide them in selecting a university and luck for estimating
the probabilities that they would be accepted in a desired university.
The analysis of these other influential factors in choosing a university highlighted the
additional complexities of student decision-making process. This part of the research
is quite new and indicates the volatile and changeable nature of the educational
service encounter. Previous research on the topic has provided models, but no
specific formula leading to recruitment effectiveness. While some of the findings
were supported by the literature, it seems as if Indonesian students are distinct in
influential university-choice factors. Overall, it can be suggested that Indonesian
student are a population within itself in terms of choice criteria, and the findings do
not highly correlate with previous research studies. Finally, this study presented
services-marketing insights to inform the activities of Indonesian students in their
university-selection process.

5.3

Conclusions

This current study provides a number of significant findings. It complements and
extends previous studies’ results by analysing students’ preferences and decisions
specifically about which university to pursue as well as the level of importance of
each factors. Findings indicate that Indonesian high-school leavers consider a
university that is strongly recommended by family, friends and/or teachers and has a
strong reputation, good job prospects after graduation, average total expenses during
the study period, a great campus atmosphere and a close proximity to home. The
conventional wisdom that the academic reputation of the university and costs of
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attendance are the most important factors in the university choice process is not
supported by this current research’s findings.
Two different preference-based segments of prospective students were identified
from cluster analysis, and classified into ‘social networks-based decision’ and
‘rational decision’ segments. These segments had different preferences for the
important factors for choosing a public university. For Segment 1, advice from
family, friends and/or teachers was the most important; for Segment 2, reputation
and job prospects were given almost equal importance
A choice simulator was employed with three propositions, and the two segments
were found to have dissimilar preferences. According to the simulation results,
'University B’ was found to be more favourable among aggregate students sample
and for Segment 2 in the current research. This type of ‘modern’ university, which is
common throughout Indonesia, can be categorised as a ‘middle-sized’ university.
The university was characterised by average total expenses, average reputation,
moderate proximity, average job prospects strong recommendations from family,
friends and/or teachers and average campus atmosphere.
Although it did not have the most favourable characteristics, 'University C' was the
most attractive to students in Segment 1. This university had low total expenses,
average reputation, close proximity, poor job prospects, strong recommendations
from family, friends and/or teachers, and very little campus atmosphere. This
university simulated ‘young’ Indonesian universities that are progressively
developing, yet do not have a particularly notable reputation among other public
universities nearby. This type of university offers an affordable, yet good-quality,
education.
5.4

Contribution to Marketing Theory

This research study applies marketing theories, particularly consumer-behaviour
theories, in decision-making regarding students’ choice of higher-education
institution. In the process, the study makes a number of contributions to marketing
theories higher-education literature and service marketing in general.
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5.4.1 Contribution to Marketing in Higher-Education Literature
This study complements and extends previous studies’ findings by analysing student
preferences and choices specifically of a public university. This aspect had not
previously been thoroughly investigated in the Indonesian context. The study further
clarifies the various influencing attributes at the conceptual level, focusing on
choosing a public university specifically in a less developed country, Indonesia.
Although previous studies identified many factors contributing to a student’s
decision to study at the tertiary level, including some studies involving Indonesian
students, these merely focused on student choice for studying overseas. This current
study, in contrast, reveals the relevant factors – obtained directly from Indonesian
students – that emerge in the context of Indonesian higher-education institutions.
This yielded more-meaningful results than would have merely using several
established factors from previous studies.
5.4.2 Contribution to Services-Marketing Literature
As this study applies service-marketing theories, particularly consumer decisionmaking behaviour theories, it contributes to the knowledge base regarding the
important factors in student choice of higher-education institution.
As summarised by Mazzarol, Soutar and Thein (2000), the critical successful factors
in marketing an educational institution are related increasingly to enrolment. This
current study adds insight to the body of knowledge regarding the potential
connection between marketing higher education and student choice. Specifically, this
study corroborates the concepts that higher-education services are marketable
commodities with limited tangible output, and therefore the whole process involved
in choice-making can be considered as a form of consumer behaviour. More over, the
study is unique in focusing on the decision-making process corresponding to
educational services.
Regarding the contribution to the theory of students' consumer decision-making,
previous studies assumed that personal sources were likely to be more important and
influential within a services context than strictly just in product-marketing scenarios,
given their intangibility and higher associated risk. These previous studies suggest
that a personal advocate was the most important source of information and influence
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associated with the purchase of services. This study confirms that this is also true in
the case of choosing a higher-education institution. Advice from personal sources,
including family, friends and/or teachers, has a strong impact on Indonesian students’
choice of a public university. Therefore, the findings add to decision-making theory
in consumer-behaviour research and contribute to the decision-making paradigm by
examining several important student choice criteria of an Indonesian public
university in greater detail. Furthermore, this study extends the results of other
studies, which were predominantly conducted in developed countries.
The study provides a comprehensive analysis by combining the factors influencing
the choice of higher-education institution by first-year undergraduate students (postpurchase behaviour) – that is, students who are currently enrolling in a university –
with those influencing prospective students (pre-purchase behaviour); that is, highschool leavers who are planning to study at a targeted university. These findings
provided a valuable insight into the complex picture of students’ choice behaviour as
customers of higher education.
5.5

Contribution to Marketing Practice

The research also makes a contribution to marketing practice, especially as it relates
to Indonesian higher-education institutions in general and recruitment management
in Indonesian public universities in particular.
5.5.1 Contribution to Indonesian Higher-Education Institution
Research seeking to understand the choice factors that influence students in their
selection of a university is both important and necessary for the field of higher
education. University administrators and staff serving university students can benefit
from the findings of the current research.
As a practical contribution, the findings of the study will provide insights into what is
important to students, and may be used to develop and implement an effective
institutional-development plan, particularly in student-recruitment management.
Findings will also provide insights into university management about students’
priorities and choice criteria and give information to prospective students on issues
related to selection of universities, while government and regulatory bodies may use
the insights in framing future policies for management institutes.
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The findings clearly support the idea of increasing competition (Bassin 1985; Mok
2003; Maringe 2006; Mok 2007), forcing higher-education institutions to carefully
reconsider their marketing strategies. The keenness of many higher education
institutions to start recruiting students on a larger scale to overcome their budget
constraint suggests that should they be successful; the current inflows of students to
public universities may change considerably in the years to come. All highereducation institutions depend on a good understanding of prospective students’ needs
in order to maintain and strengthen their attractiveness. Marketing practitioners could
(re)design their marketing activities, which have a direct influence on increases in
student enrolment, based on this finding.
In line with the extant literature, the current research found that advice from family,
friends and/or teachers, reputation, job prospects, total expenses, campus atmosphere
and proximity are important attributes that prospective Indonesian higher-education
students take into account in their choice behaviour.
This study contributes to a better understanding of the most preferred attribute in
higher-education segmentation. It found two different segments of decision-making
behaviour – social networks-based and rational that could better account for the
diversity of attributes that prospective students value in their selection of a
university. Importantly, the high-school leavers in this study sample also placed
strong emphasis on social networks-based factors. When jointly considered, the
social networks-based factors and rational factors gave rise to a unique categorisation
of the segments in the market under investigation. These findings can help
universities understand which student segments are more likely to be influenced by
reputation or by their social networks, and tailor their messages accordingly.
This takes on added importance because students are influenced by reputation and
the word-of-mouth recommendations of others when making decisions about which
university to pursue (Anctil 2008a; Sung & Yang 2008), thus universities must be
attentive to the image they portray for example, through their organisation’s web site.
In addition, these findings provide practical information for identifying the strengths
and weaknesses of the selected university. Institutions can use the results to apply
institutional marketing to accommodate the demands of its current and potential
students.
214

This study provides a valuable perspective in examining consumer behaviour with
respect to higher education, and in developing marketing strategy. The emerging
orientation to the study of consumer behaviour is focused on factors leading to a
choice of higher-education institutions, in addition to the process involved in making
that choice. Interest lies in the decision criteria, information search and sources by
which utility estimates are made. While the ultimate choice made by a student is
certainly useful input, knowledge of the processes leading up to that choice offers the
university administrator an excellent basis for determining program components and
the means by which such information can be most effectively communicated to
prospective students.
The social networks-based decision perspective and rational-decision perspective
attributes discussed in this research can be used as a guide for higher-education
managers to develop segmentation and communication plans. While the factors that
go into the rational decision perspective can be employed for the selection of the
target markets, the factors that go into the social networks-based decision perspective
can be used for approaching students initially. From this result, higher-education
institutions can decide which segments are more attractive and how to find and reach
those segments. To define whether certain segments can be more attracted to one
particular school than another, it is important to take a strategic analysis point of
view with respect to matching resources and strategy to the target segment.

5.5.2 Contribution to Recruitment Management in Indonesian Public
Universities
Although, this study has revealed several important factors considered by Indonesian
students when selecting a university, and the results both support and contradict
previous research, these factors have different levels of importance, as they may be
unique to Indonesia. In addition to determining what is important to Indonesian
students when they choose universities, the study will help universities to promote
their institutions and to have a greater knowledge about the underlying motivations
of students for furthering study in higher education.
Understanding the university-choice criteria and what influences students’ university
decisions is crucial to providing a context for the comments made by the students
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interviewed in this study. It is assumed that this study will help universities have a
deeper knowledge about students' choice criteria, and also help them improve their
knowledge of both how to deal with the influences that can form student perceptions
and how to develop recruitment strategies. As stated by Plank and Chiagouris
(1997), McCracken (1989) and Penrose (2002) understanding the university choice
process is an instrument with high potential for developing university marketing
strategies.
Even though marketing practices may not be openly adopted in higher education,
more universities are starting to recognise the value of marketing activities as an
important enrolment-management tool (Fielden, Hilton & Motes 1993; Licata &
Frankwick 1996) as it applies in Indonesian public universities. This study fulfils the
needs of higher-education institutions need for information about how students select
universities and which institutional attributes match students’ needs, so they can
identify “the student markets with the greatest potential enrolment yield for a
particular university” (Paulsen 1990, p73) as well as attract the best students (Kotler
& Fox 1995).
Many studies have tried to investigate which criteria students use to select a college
or university; however, few have tried to analyse this in a developing-country setting,
particularly in Indonesia. Therefore, the institutional enrolment managers in
Indonesian public universities could glean information from this study for further
understanding how university attributes affect enrolment behaviour of prospective
students, so they can predict and shape their enrolment pattern.
The current research contributes to developing and designing the best way of
recruiting prospective students for management enrolment in Indonesian public
universities. Specifically, the contributions offered in this study were incorporated
with Paulsen’s (1990, p71) suggestion that the importance of this research area was
to help universities “plan and forecast their enrolment more effectively” and “to
influence the college going decision making process of students more effectively”.
The study also contributes to marketing practice on the issues related to the use of
conjoint analysis in students’ choice criteria for universities. The conjoint analysis
data captures complicated trade-offs in which students have to choose among
216

complex options that naturally happen in the marketplace, and closely mirrors reality.
University marketers could use the conjoint-analysis results of this current research
to understand not only the university attributes that are important to their prospective
students but also the levels students most prefer in their actual decision, which the
marketers can then incorporate into their services. The resulting improved quality of
the new service will enhance their opportunities of success at commercialisation.
The two segments of decision-makers identified by cluster analysis in this study
social networks-based and rational could be used by enrolment management as an
input to drive the design and development of their service options, so as to improve
their attractiveness to different segments of prospective students. Consistent with the
general goal of this study, through segmentation, university marketers could benefit
from designing programs that meet the needs of each student segment and
communicate effectively with them. The importance of designing need-based and
preference-based segmentation plans has been discussed in the marketing literature
(Best 2005) and conjoint analysis is the most effective tool at accomplishing these
goals (Orme 2005). In contrast to other survey methods, the results of conjoint
analysis tend to be more accurate and reliable measures at the individual subject
level, and can performance and capabilities using further segmentation analysis
(Green & Krieger 1991).
Conjoint simulator tools were used in the current research to identify the levels of
development required for different attributes to increase market share. The partworth utilities for different levels of each attribute can be used as benchmarks to
determine the extent of development necessary for key attributes to meet students’
quality expectations. Furthermore, the evaluations obtained for different options in
the conjoint analysis can be used to predict future market shares of different
university brands in the higher-education market. This could be done by gathering
information on different levels of attributes offered by competing university brands
in the higher-education marketplace. Finally, this study demonstrated the superiority
of a preference-based segmentation approach in identifying the actual market scope
of different product and service offerings.
In addition to contributing to the wider understanding of ‘choice’ and decisionmaking awareness amongst potential students, this study also identifies implications
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for the development of marketing strategies in higher-education institutions. The
implications for both marketing theory and practice are discussed in the next section.

5.6

Implications for Marketing Theory and Practice

5.6.1 Theoretical Implications
This study's findings are significant, as they have implications for college-choice
theory (Chapman 1981; Jackson 1982; Litten 1982; Kotler & Fox 1985; Hossler &
Gallagher 1987) and for those who assist students in making college decisions (e.g.,
parents, teachers, counsellors and student-affairs professionals). This exploratory
research, combined with explanatory research, is an early endeavour at gaining an
understanding of choice sets that were formed directly by students in a developing
country who intended to have an undergraduate university education. Future work
should build upon this study to determine the nature of students’ choice processes in
other developing countries that fail to account for this consideration.
Numerous conceptual models have been developed in the literature to explain
consumer behaviour in general and higher-education ‘consumption’ in particular.
However, a simple classification can differentiate between two distinct segments not
previously found in the literature: social network-based decision-makers and rational
decision-makers. This finding suggests that further study could be conducted into
these segments to validate whether such a classification is applicable for other
settings and can be generalised in student choice-process theory.
The study further suggests that segmentation analysis should be used in researching
consumer behaviour, especially in the student choice process of selecting a
university. Consistent with Nguyen and LeBlanc (2001), using segmentation analysis
allows researchers to identify specific variables depending on the market and the
target-customer profile. In this study, the value of this tool was apparent in which
viewing each student as an individual consumer with different needs and wants.
Each of these implications points out the need for a stronger marketing orientation on
the part of universities and each department within these universities, as suggested by
Baldwin and James (2000). The use of a marketing orientation in educational
institutions is not new. The application of marketing has been found in the non-profit
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sector (Kotler, Ferrell & Lamb 1987) including the higher-education industry.
Therefore, effectively implementing marketing strategies in the higher-education
sector in an effort to actively influence student choice is recommended.

5.6.2 Managerial Implications
In this section, implications are discussed for universities trying to better understand
the diversity of choice criteria that prospective students in this study valued in their
selection of a public university. Managerial implications from aggregate preferences
are presented first, followed by segment preferences. In conjunction with that, targetmarket considerations are offered, and marketing strategies for each segment are
recommended.

5.6.2.1 Implications from Aggregate Analysis Results
The purpose of this study was to determine and evaluate the important choice criteria
used by prospective undergraduate students to select a university and determine
whether there are groups of students for whom different factors were more important.
The research confirms that prospective students use a subset of attributes when
selecting a university. These results suggest that potential undergraduates' decision
processes are complex, developing over several years, and the antecedents to
studying at a public university vary. The research recommends that universities
should both recognise and respond to these needs in the context of their institutional
settings.
As expected from the literature review, the respondents in this study exhibited
several similar responses for choosing a university as other countries, advice from
family, friends and/or teachers, reputation and job prospects were key drivers to
consider selecting an institute of higher education. The other common antecedents
are total expenses, campus atmosphere and proximity. The implication is that
universities may address those important attributes more effectively so that can
influence the choice process among potential students. The results, however, do not
imply that all Indonesian universities reveal the similar of their student choice
criteria.
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A university that is strongly recommended by family, friends and/or teachers and has
a strong reputation, good job prospects after graduation, average total expenses
during the study period, a great campus atmosphere and a close proximity to home
were the ideal university attributes deemed important by the 403 students as an
aggregate. The result suggests that universities should take this into account for
attracting prospective students. The results also show that while some students
consider high reputation and good job prospects as part of their choice criteria, many
continue to express concerns regarding the strong influence of social networks. This
study supports previous research (Hossler & Stage 1992; Pimpa 2003) indicating that
family, friends and/or teachers exert strong influences on the post-secondary plans of
high school students.
Considering that significant persons tend to be the most influential in a student's
university choice, more research needs to be conducted by university marketing
personnel to identify background information of these individuals and what factors
those people use to influence the university choice process. More recruitment efforts
need to be made to include significant persons in the recruitment process. Materials
may need to be developed to educate this group as well as the prospective students
about university characteristics.
The findings suggest that attempts to influence the post-secondary aspirations of
high-school students must begin early and be targeted at those reference groups as
well as students. Over half of total participants in the focus-group discussion of the
current study had established post-secondary educational plans from the high-school
level. An ultimate strategy would be to increase outreach efforts to parents, highschool counsellors and teachers, as they may serve as advocates for the institution.
Because the prospective students' decisions involved their high-school experience,
and because they had begun their post-secondary educational plans even while in
high school, universities should develop intense relationships with high schools in
promoting university enrolment. As pointed out by Engberg and Wolniak (1989)
high schools play a normative role in promoting college enrolment, particularly in
terms of socioeconomics, academic preparation and access to parent, peer and
college linking networks. Given the present findings, prospective students might be
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better equipped to ask questions and seek out information from admissions staff and
recruitment officers during their college-search process. Visits to high schools by
university staff were also desirable, based on the comments of focus-group
participants, because they allowed contact with not only the students, but also the
school’s career teachers or guidance counsellors (Rosen, Curran & Greenlee 1998)
who also influenced student plans for further study at particular universities.
Public universities should deliver on the most important criteria identified by
prospective students. Mass customisation is the appropriate marketing strategy for
universities (Dawes & Brown 2005). This approach means that higher education
should become much more responsive to the individual students needs rather than
addressing general needs, assuming that every student would fit into general
programs. Mass customisation might also mean that education is delivered in
multiple formats with multiple examples that meet the needs of a diverse student
population. As Clayton (2012, p.200) claims, “mass customisation shows potential in
the creation of cost-effective, learningcentric higher educational environments, and
this has become increasingly relevant in times of fiscal restraint”. Therefore,
appropriate information dissemination to both prospective students and their
reference group should be at the core of customization of universities’ promotional
strategies. Each influencing entity must primarily be given information that it deems
important. In terms of marketing these educational products, it would mean that
word-of-mouth communication, which depends on the influence of reference groups,
is more appropriate as a communication tool. Institutions would have to continue to
invest more in a mix of integrated marketing communications to appeal to, persuade
and attract new students.
Another strategy used to attract new and the best students are discount and
scholarship offers. HEIs could attract potentially good students to enrol by offering
financial benefits. This strategy in line with the new law mandated by government
that the higher education institution shall provide scholarship for at least 20% of the
students’ population (Moeliodihardjo 2010). This affects the students’ choices as
they may then put more consideration into HEIs with the most generous offer.
However, Kirp (2003, p.22) asserts that “this strategy could potentially be used in an
ethically problematic manner, as it could affect students’ choices on what is best for
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them, and such a differential pricing conveys a sense of discrimination among
students with different abilities”. Scholarships to defray the cost of tuition and
scholarships based on high grades should be made available to create equal
opportunities and encourage learning. However, since there are varying degrees of
support needed by the underprivileged students, and that the limited capacities of the
institution as well as government to provide full support, new schemes are needed.
The findings suggest that policy-makers and higher-institution administrators should
evaluate the services their university provides with regard to customers’ demand. By
using the criteria that the students themselves consider important, the institutions of
higher learning could revise their marketing strategy and improve their service
delivery to provide better-quality education. Findings from the study also emphasise
the need for universities to apply service-marketing principles and flexible targeting
in their recruitment strategies.
The results of this study should give encouragement to enrolment-management
professionals at public universities, as the influential factors of university choice are
mostly related to factors that the institutions can control. Out of six influential
factors, four factors (reputation, total expenses, campus atmosphere and proximity)
found to be important within conjoint analysis model were institutional factors.
Although these factors are not considered to be the strongest influences on the
aggregate sample, one reputation was found to be important for the rational-decision
segment. The implication of this finding is that universities may attract more
potential students if they can offer an impressive university reputation and, attractive
facilities, and keep the costs of study competitive with other public universities.
This finding suggests the need for universities to conduct a thorough analysis of their
strengths and the population they wish to serve, and use it to improve their
competitive advantages and differentiate themselves from each other. Efforts should
focus on getting through to those prospective students who have been identified as
the target market, and convincing them that this is the kind of university they should
attend (Baldwin & James 2000).
By recognising all the identified attributes considered by prospective students,
universities will able to develop their strengths and reduce or eliminate their
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weaknesses, and therefore be able to improve their chances of being chosen by
prospective students. Moreover, the insights of this research can be used to better
understand the prospective students’ needs and expectations and thus serve them
better
This study suggests that university enrolment managers could collect information
about how choice factors affect enrolment behaviours. It is recommended that
enrolment managers continue to study large-scale data to gain a clearer
understanding of how these factors affects enrolment trends. Additionally, this study
suggests that university professionals should be encouraged to continue to develop an
understanding of the student choice criteria and their interactions, to predict and
shape enrolment patterns, thus identifying “the student markets with the greatest
potential enrolment yield for a particular college or university” (Paulsen 1990, p73).

5.6.2.2 Implication from Segmentation Analysis Results
The competitive climate of higher education requires institutions to engage in
strategic marketing (Angulo et al. 2010). Promotion is not the only strategic
marketing

to

draw students

toward

higher-education

institutions;

market

segmentation and positioning can also be used (Shirley 1983; Cann & George 2003).
The principle behind segmentation is that while some prospective students share
similar characteristics, not all students with similar characteristics have the same
expectations, goals, and prospects. Students with similar attributes can be grouped,
yielding definable segments. This allows higher-education managers to understand
the groups of prospective students better based on their current and evolving needs,
backgrounds and expectations (Rogers, Finley & Patterson 2006).
In the current study, student preferences for selecting public-university scenarios
were analysed and two distinct preference segments were identified. However, it is
not necessarily recommended that universities attempt to target both segments.
Instead, universities may, for instance, want to focus their efforts on Segment 2 if
they are looking simply to raise their overall participation rate. Since this segment is
the largest segment of students choosing public university, it represents the best
target market to achieve this. However, the findings from conjoint analysis and
focus-group discussions in this current study suggested that no matter what segment
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is targeted, family, friends and/or teacher encouragement may have a dramatic
influence on student participation in further study at a university.
In addition to a greater awareness of the factors that contribute to student decisionmaking, segmentation allows universities to focus on those key areas in each
segment of their target market. It is recommended that once universities determine
which of the two segments they want to target, they should then design service
delivery and communication strategies that are specifically tailored to the needs of
that segment. In this way, universities cannot and should not attempt to be everything
to everyone. Recognising characteristics that students in each segment deem
important might help universities customise their services to the most likely potential
students, providing them with the information they need to inform their selection
process.
Given the fact that students vary in their preference for social-networks support, level
of university reputation, job prospects, expenses during study, campus atmosphere
and distance from home, a one-size-fits-all perspective is likely to be ineffective. In
fact, it may actually hinder potential students in their decision-making and keep the
university from obtaining a more positive image.
Considering students as a consumers of higher education, with high expectations, and
taking into account the large number of higher-education institutions that all aim to
fulfil customers’ needs, it is quite obvious that ignoring different needs or
‘averaging’ them will sooner or later lead to a shrinking customer base. Conjoint
analysis helps avoid that by giving higher-education institutions standing to microsegmentation and pointing out the individual needs of every customer.
Segmentation analysis suggests that the concept of mass customisation provides a
better strategy for university marketing and recruitment management. Tseng and Jiao
(2001, p685) defined mass customisation as “producing goods and services to meet
individual customers’ needs with near mass production efficiency”. This thought
implies that a university's strategy should enable the practice of customer-centric
marketing by providing customers with product offerings that are individually
tailored to their specific needs. As suggested by Sharma (2010), to successfully apply
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this strategy, marketers must shift from a supply-side orientation to a demand-side
orientation and change their product development and processes.
The attribute preferences of the two segments discussed in this research can be used
as a guide for higher-education managers to develop communication plans and
marketing strategies based on segment. While the attribute preferences of the
rational-decision segment can be employed for the selection of the target markets, the
attributes preference of the social networks-based decision segment can be used for
approaching them. This section discusses how a higher-education institution can
decide which segments are more attractive and how to find and reach them. In
addition, marketers can help target their customers with the appropriate information
by differentiating their market segments; however, little research exists in the area of
targeting or even segmentation of the higher-education marketplace.
An understanding of students’ preference structures can allow planners to narrow the
gap between what the students expect and what they experience. In addition, other
performance gaps will also be reduced if the communication and other resources of
the higher-education institutions focus more carefully on these preferences. The
overall effect will be a more focused business where there are fewer marketing
weaknesses for the competition to exploit.

To attract more prospective students’ this study recommends that universities
determine which of the two segments they want to target, and develop a set of
choice-criteria offerings and communication strategies custom-designed to address
the particular needs of the targeted segment.

5.6.2.2.1 The Social Networks-Based Decision Segment (Segment 1)
Since Segment 1 placed the highest importance on advice from family, friends and/or
teachers, giving it a 60.245% relative-importance score over other important factors,
therefore marketing efforts should be addressed to both students and the influential
people around them. The key to getting this segment to participate in study at a
university is to provide information not only to the students but to their reference
group.
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Higher-education institutions must ensure that the prospective students and their
family, alumni, high-school teachers and other well-connected people that have
influence in their communications, are part of targeted groups to be informed about
the strengths, accomplishments and successes of the institution. Universities can
design the program specifically to involve family members and the community to
perpetuate “the notion of cultural capital beyond merely the individual” (Tierney
2004, p228).
Since the decision to select a university is influenced by accurate information,
policy-makers who wish to increase post-secondary participation rates should
concentrate their efforts on families whose parents have less exposure to education.
“Marketing efforts should not only be directed to students but to the entire range of
stakeholders, focusing information on what stakeholders want to know rather than
what HEIs [higher-education institutions] want to provide” (Briggs & Wilson 2007,
p69).
Furthermore, university’s recruitment managers should think about mechanisms for
taking advantage of emotional factors in order to reach the selected target segments.
The possibility of establishing deep social networks through alumni and alumni
associations to inform the beliefs of prospective students and their relatives can be
interesting tools to be considered at this stage (e.g., McCracken 1989; Penrose 2002).
Given the apparent of lack of concern this segment has with regard to university
preference,

it

is

recommended

that

universities

employ

word-of-mouth

communications as their medium of choice to try to break through environmental
clutter and get the attention of this less-involved segment. Word-of-mouth
recommendations of others are a powerful channel for universities to influence the
members of this segment when they are making decisions about which school to
pursue. Therefore universities must be attentive to the image they depict through
their institution’s publicity. Universities that want to target this segment can use the
latest technology such as social networking sites for their marketing-communication
strategies. The message can be tailored in a more one-to-one setting and important
information offered.
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Concerning proximity, this segment is more hesitant to explore new experiences
including living far from their social networks. Segment 1 members are also lessindependent decision-makers than Segment 2. While the data suggests that these
students might be the most difficult to recruit, they may also be the ones who stand to
benefit most from an out-of-town study experience. Segment 1 appears to be very
insular and could conceivably benefit greatly from concentrated exposure to another
city’s culture beyond their hometown. Universities that wish to target this segment
will need to develop a message that emphasises the attractiveness of the campus,
including safety, dormitories that are pleasant and close to the university, convenient
university transportation facilities, canteen, parking area and other support facilities.
This message aims to inform the students that distance from home will not become
big burdens for them.
The focus-group results suggested that encouragement to study further at a university
from faculty members and senior students or alumni can have a strong influence on
student perceptions. These results could help stimulate a discussion between students
who currently attend a particular university and prospective students. Currently
enrolled students might provide a realistic perspective on the university for
prospective students while sharing their experiences.
Thus, the key to getting this segment to participate in study at a university is to
provide information not only to them but to their reference group.

5.6.2.2.2 The Rational-Decision Segment (Segment 2)
Segment 2 represents the largest segment this study and tends to prefer university
attributes at their highest level preferences (e.g. strong reputation, good job
prospects, strong recommendations from family, friends and/or teachers, and great
campus atmosphere). The most important attributes for this segment are reputation
and job prospects after graduation. This rational-decision segment is more pricesensitive than the other segment, and thus is more concerned about total expenses
incurred during their study. It is believed that their preferences for strong reputation
and moderate proximity are likely related to preferences for average total expenses
during study. The students in this segment have realised that a high-quality university
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correlates with high total cost to afford it. With moderate proximity, students may
save some of the cost of commuting to the university.
This segment is comprised of 80.15% (323) of the sample, and thus represents the
mainstream of Indonesian university students. Segment 2 is a good segment for
universities to target. Their current attitudes and overall preferences appear to make
this segment much more likely to study at reputable university. For example,
Segment 2 has the most interest in studying at a university with a strong reputation,
is more willing to take risks by choosing a university within moderate proximity to
home, and tolerates more ambiguity in new experiences than Segment 1. This factor
is accepted and valued as part of an independent life and university experience for
young people (Christie 2007; Brown, Varley & Pal 2009).
Reputation and job prospects are the most important criteria in determining Segment
2’s university preferences. These students greatly prefer a university with a strong
reputation. However, the distinguishing characteristic of this group is that they,
unlike Segment 1, prefer a reputable university in the hopes of securing a good job
after graduation, which they list as the second most important criterion in
determining where they study.
As prospective students enter universities seeking a qualifications for their career
preparedness (Farrell 2007), these universities should focus on the issues pertaining
to career development in improving their service. This research further suggest that
the universities can promote how they can help students obtain good jobs (Fermin &
Pope 2003), such as through internships, to attract more students. No matter what the
state of the economy or the state of the job market is, students' desire for 'relevant
work experience' is still very present (Koc & Koncz 2009). This line of thought
confirm Zuekle’s (2008) idea that a undergraduate degree has become less of a
luxury and more of a necessity since many previously secure job markets have
shrunk or even disappeared in the 21st-century economy.
Universities who want to target this segment will need to develop an adequate menu
of university choices, where information about the strong reputation of the university
among other universities and the pathways to job market become the primary themes
of their marketing strategy. Message strategy for this segment should first focus on
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presenting a desirable image to potential students. Detailing information about
university ranking, such as are found in the Times Higher Education and
Webometrics, could influence students’ preference of the university. Management
recruitment of universities should include messages about the career path that
students can achieve after completing study at this well-regarded university.
University achievements and accreditation also enrich its identity and, position, and
influence how prospective students will respond to the institution.
Since the members of this segment believe that the main reason to attend university
is to gain qualification for the ‘best’ opportunity of employment, therefore the
university could use this

'moment of truth' for designing their information

dissemination. Testimonies from successful graduates and ‘bright students’ who have
succeeded could be another way of disseminating more accurate information to
attract students. University should create alumni databases to expose this wealth of
information regarding graduates' career progression to prospective students. Alumni
bring long-term impact on the university image through their shared experience
(McAlexander & Koenig 2001; McAlexander, Koenig & Schouten 2005, 2006).
University promotional campaigns should aim to promote the success achieved by
alumni in securing high-paying professions.
In addition, universities could collaborate with high schools in developing a futurelooking educational mindset. Through guidance and counselling, high school
advisors could encourage their students to continue studying to develop employmentrelated skills. This could increase high-school students’ intentions to enter post-high
school settings and help them be better prepared for better preparing them to achieve
future educational and career goals (Lapan et al. 2003). Indeed, the high high-school
years are also the time when young people, whether actively or passively, make
crucial decisions that relate directly to their post-high school plans

(Paa &

McWhirter 2000). Universities should provide enough information to students and
the influential people in their lives to show them that the university offers a good
education, including teaching quality and classroom learning experiences, at the right
price. Universities should inform their target market that by studying at their
institution, students can get valuable learning experiences, and should back that up
by providing subjects and course content that are relevant to market demand.
229

Programs such as internships, practical assignments, experiential learning, incubators
and joint research could be conducted as part of the curriculum by liaising with the
industry sector. In this way, universities could attract the target market by promoting
that students with a degree from their institution would have a better chance to get a
good job. Universities can indicate their possible linkage with the industry sector,
thus increasing their reputation in the eyes of students and their parents.
The conjoint-analysis findings suggest that students do not place equal emphasis on
all the choice attributes. For example, students in this segment rated total expenses
fourth out of six in importance to their selection of a university. An average level of
total expense was chosen rather than high. The greater willingness of students in this
segment to study at a reputable university was moderated by their family support.
Since this segment is more price-conscious, messages from the university to this
segment should promote its affordability.
This analysis suggests that prospective students can be segmented in terms of the
importance they attach to various choice criteria of university. This segmentation
benefit could be a further research focus.
5.6.2.3 Implications from Simulation-Analysis Results
Conjoint choice simulator results found that ‘University B’ was more highly
favoured among students in the aggregate sample and by Segment 2. University B
was categorised as a modern-type, middle-sized university, commonly found across
Indonesia. This type of university was chosen since it has attribute combinations
such as average total expenses, average reputation, moderate proximity, average job
prospects, strong recommendations from family, friends and/or teachers and average
campus atmosphere. Given that this type of university possesses the largest marketshare prediction of the three types examined, university recruiters can analyse the
part-worth utilities of each of the attributes to ascertain how they can increase the
students’ utility from their university.
Segment 1 in the current research chose ‘University C’, the profile based on a
university that was not particularly famous compared to other public universities.
This type of university possesses the largest market-share prediction among students
in Segment 1 and serves as a ‘young’ university that is progressively developing.
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Low total expenses, average reputation, close proximity, poor job prospects, strong
recommendations from family, friends and/or teachers and very little campus
atmosphere were characteristics of this university. Knowing that this type of
university does attract students, albeit those from the smaller segment, there are
several ways that university staff and access professionals can intervene to improve
students’ likelihood of enrolling in a college that is the best for their needs. One of
the ways university management could do this is to charge affordable fees and yet
maintain a good quality of education. This thought was in line with Groen and White
(2004) who proposed that while the university may want to maximise student quality,
the political process may want to keep tuition levels as low as possible.
This choice-simulator analysis also intended to give an insight into the use of
conjoint analysis in estimating relative market shares. More-complex simulations
could be conducted by varying several attribute levels simultaneously. In addition, it
is possible to analyse the impact of a new profile’s attribute combinations on an
existing university profile, for example to the three (University A, University B, and
University C) that form the basis for the simulation in this study.
The study illustrates, however, the relevance of conjoint analysis as an effective
analytical tool for the identification of important choice criteria and university
preferences in general, and its potential contribution to the development of moreeffective marketing strategies from the perspective of the prospective students in
both segments. The results can help university administrators and recruiters
customise their strategies for marketing to each segment by providing important
information to the principal parties involved in making university-choice decisions.
An understanding of the research on college choice, and estimating relative market
shares of student preference, will enable practitioners to more effectively advise
students on selecting an institution that is well suited to their needs. This way should
be taken to improve the college-choice process and help prospective students find the
best match for them. University recruitment personnel could use several methods to
encourage prospective students’ to enrol in their institution by providing a good
higher education that meets the students' needs.
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Since university marketing personnel need to improve their predictions of relative
market share, they could further investigate why University A, a high-quality of
university, failed to achieve a higher market share from either segment than either
University B or University C. These latter two are both characterised in the model by
strong recommendations from family, friends and/or teachers. University A, in
contrast, is by high total expenses, a strong reputation, good job prospects and
average campus atmosphere. It could be that University A is far from where students
live and has only and moderate support from family, friends and/or teachers. It
should be noted that support from close neighbourhoods is highly valued by students
when choosing a university (Cabrera & La Nasa 2000; Bui 2002; Rocca et al. 2003;
Pike & Kuh 2005; College Board 2010).
Given that the two different segments were identified in this study as having different
preferences for university-choice criteria, marketing strategies could be customised
to each of these target markets in a more effective and differentiated way. Along
these lines, university administrators, recruitment management and university
marketing personnel also need an understanding of the criteria that can guide and
facilitate improvement in the way they function.
The segmentation analysis, found that Segment 2 is good at choosing a university
and have a high preference of university choice criteria. In this situation, university
marketing personnel could further investigate why this segment prefers University B,
which has ‘middle-of-the-road’ characteristics over University A, which has its
reputation as its main strength. It would be interesting to analyse the reasons behind
this willingness to select this university type over the other types.
This study recommends a segmentation of students based on understanding their
preferences, as opposed to more traditional segmentation methods. It also stresses the
importance of looking at different combinations of attributes, as this would greatly
improve university-choice share as opposed to only looking at the relative
importance of each attribute. Market simulation could additionally be used to
conduct ‘what-if’ scenarios to investigate issues such as positioning and pricing
strategy.
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5.7

Limitations of the Research

This research has limitations that restrict the generalisation of its findings and open
up directions for future research.
5.7.1 Single Area Study
Although the sample size of prospective students is acceptable, the portion of the
island of origin from which it is drawn is uneven. Prospective students from Java
who choose to go to public universities are over-represented, although Java is the
most populated region in Indonesia. This makes the comparison among market
segments a bit difficult. Therefore, the information gathered and the conclusions
reached may require further testing in less populated regions or other islands, which
might result in different choice criteria from different students in different cultural
settings.
While this research has found two different segments that represent the best fit of
Indonesian student choice of public university, the segments identified in this study
may not be applicable to students in other geographical areas. If other university
officials feel these segments are relevant for them, caution should be taken in
applying them in their context.

5.7.2 Sample and Sampling
The current study did not cover high-school leavers who chose polytechnics and
other non-university higher-education institutions. Also, all prospective students
surveyed were from their university's Faculty of Business, Economics and Social
Sciences, and therefore the research does not address any differences between
various fields of study. The current investigation was limited in scope since it was a
non-probability judgmental sample consisting of 403 high-school leavers from Java;
therefore, caution must be taken in generalising the results.

5.7.3 Number of Attributes
Because full-profile conjoint analysis and SPSS/PASW Conjoint 18 software were
used in the current study, the number of attributes included was limited to six to
make the profiles manageable for respondents to rate. Therefore, the full-profile
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conjoint questionnaire included only those attributes found to be the most important
from the qualitative phase and the pilot study; moreover, some attributes were
merged since there were strong links between them.

5.8

Directions for Future Research

Although the specific research questions being proposed have been answered, this
current study raises additional questions that require further investigation. Since the
university student environment is ever changing, it is important to continue to
research the factors that influence university choice. Particularly, to get benefit for
conducting conjoint analysis based on clusters, surveys can be targeted at specific
student segments, based on characteristics such as socioeconomic status. One could
then determine if there are other relative-importance factors and how students make
trade-offs between other dimensions not included in this research. The current study's
results might also prompt future investigation focusing on an emerging factors that
may not have been previously studied, exploring whether such factors have a direct
influence on increases in student enrolment.
Further research should be conducted on a broader population of prospective students
from other Indonesian regions. In particular, studies exploring the choice criteria of
these Indonesian students in different institutional contexts would make important
contributions to identifying the best practices for meeting students' educational
needs. It is suggested that a proportionally stratified random sample could be used to
obtain adequate representation from different region groups. The university officials
interested in segmentation analysis could use this preference-based segment for
framing their policy. However, this current research suggests they replicate the
process of this study in their own context if they feel that their student segments are
different, since the choice processes and interactions might be different for students
from different cultural backgrounds (Paulsen 1990).
Future research could be conducted with all prospective students regardless of the
course chosen. Additional studies in this area using the probability sampling method
could make the results of the current study more generalisable.
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5.9

Summary

This chapter discussed the results of the research regarding students’ perceptions of
choice criteria in the selection of an Indonesian public university. This study
contributes to the literature by reinforcing and providing some context and specificity
to previous studies' findings. The results of this study found that students’ considered
several key components when deciding to study at a public university: (1) seeking
advice from family, friends and/or teacher; (2) reputation of the university; (3) job
prospects; (4) total expenses; (5) campus atmosphere; and; (6) proximity.
Two specific student segments were found: the social networks-based decision
perspective and the rational-decision perspectives; marketing strategies should focus
on each of these target markets to serve them better and more effectively meet their
differentiated needs. Conjoint analysis found that advice from family, friends and/or
teachers appears to be one of the most important factors considered by prospective
students in both the overall sample and the two segments when choosing a
university. These findings therefore indicate that these two segments of students did
not differ widely from each other or from the overall sample in their search
behaviours, and that this presents a major challenge for universities to influence not
only for prospective students, but also their social networks.
This study has contributed to the body of knowledge on the importance of students’
choice criteria for selecting a university. There is a continuing need in this area of
research for service marketing in higher education, and specifically for insights into
prospective students' priorities and university-choice criteria, to ensure those factors
have been addressed in university service and marketing strategies. In addition to the
empirical findings, this study also provides “a how to model” for schools wishing to
use student input to drive the design and development of their study-abroad options,
so as to improve their attractiveness to different segments of students. The factors
found in this study could probably be applied to other less-developed countries.
Despite the limitations of this study, the findings were nevertheless beneficial, as
they provided insight into the relative-importance factors that influence Indonesian
students’ choices in selecting an Indonesian public university, and whether there are
groups of students for whom different factors are more important.
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APPENDIX 1. QUALITATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE IN ENGLISH

Questionnaire

for Students in Indonesian Public Universities
Purpose: To explore the factors and reasons students consider when selecting a public university.
Please write your answer in the space provided

Indicate below the factors that were considered when choosing this public university.

Q1. Factor

Q2. How important
was the factor?
Very
Somewhat
important important

Q3. Why was this factor considered important?

a.
b.
c.
d.

e.

University of Wollongong NSW 2522 Australia
Telephone: +61 2 4221 3751
Facsimile: +61 2 4221 4709
Email: sbs@uow.edu.au
Web: www.uow.edu.au/gsb
CRICOS Provider No. 00102E

Indicate below the factors that were considered when choosing this public university.
Q2. How important
Q1. Factor

was the factor?
Very

Somewhat

important

important

Q3. Why was this factor considered important?

f.
g.
h.
i.

j.

University of Wollongong NSW 2522 Australia
Telephone: +61 2 4221 3751
Facsimile: +61 2 4221 4709
Email: sbs@uow.edu.au
Web: www.uow.edu.au/gsb
CRICOS Provider No. 00102E

Q4.

List who influenced you in making the decision to enrol at this university?
Who

Influence

(e.g. father, uncle, teachers,
friends)

(e.g. funding, job prospects,
reputation, my friends study there)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Q5.

Who made the final decision?
___________________________________________________________

Q6.

How did you feel about the decision?
___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________

University of Wollongong NSW 2522 Australia
Telephone: +61 2 4221 3751
Facsimile: +61 2 4221 4709
Email: sbs@uow.edu.au
Web: www.uow.edu.au/gsb
CRICOS Provider No. 00102E

Background Information:
1.

What year you were born?

2.

Where do you come from?

Male

Female

City/Town ___________________ Province _________________________
3.

In what year did you graduate from high school? 200_

4.

From what kind of high school did you graduate? (please tick)
Public

5.

Private

Other

Please specify________________________

Prior to this term, have you ever taken courses at this university (e.g.
vocational)? Yes
No
If
Yes,
______________________________________________________

6.

what?

Since leaving high school, have you ever taken courses at any other
university (e.g. vocational, technical)? (please tick) Yes
No
If Yes, where? ________________________________________________

7.

Is this university your first choice? (please tick) Yes

No

8.

To how many universities other than this one did you apply for admission
this year? (please tick) One
Two

9.

What is the highest academic degree you hope to obtain?
____________________________________________________________

10. Did any member of your family (e.g. parents, brother, sister, relatives)
study in this university? (please tick) Yes
No
If Yes,
Who

When

Degree

University of Wollongong NSW 2522 Australia
Telephone: +61 2 4221 3751
Facsimile: +61 2 4221 4709
Email: sbs@uow.edu.au
Web: www.uow.edu.au/gsb
CRICOS Provider No. 00102E

APPENDIX 2. QUALITATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE IN INDONESIAN
Kuisioner
untuk Mahasiswa universitas negeri di Indonesia
Tujuan: Untuk menggali faktor-faktor dan alasan-alasan yang dipertimbangkan mahasiswa dalam memilih sebuah
universitas.
Tuliskan jawaban Anda pada kolom yang tersedia

Tuliskan pada lembar dibawah ini faktor-faktor yang dipertimbangkan ketika memilih universitas negeri ini.

Q1. Faktor

Q2. Seberapa penting
faktor tersebut?
Sangat
Agak
penting
penting

Q3. Alasan mengapa faktor tersebut dianggap penting?

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

University of Wollongong NSW 2522 Australia
Telephone: +61 2 4221 3751
Facsimile: +61 2 4221 4709
Email: sbs@uow.edu.au
Web: www.uow.edu.au/gsb
CRICOS Provider No. 00102E

Tuliskan pada lembar dibawah ini faktor-faktor yang dipertimbangkan ketika memilih universitas negeri ini.

Q1. Faktor

Q2. Seberapa penting
faktor tersebut?
Sangat
Agak
penting
penting

Q3. Alasan mengapa faktor tersebut dianggap penting?

f.
g.
h.
i.

j.

University of Wollongong NSW 2522 Australia
Telephone: +61 2 4221 3751
Facsimile: +61 2 4221 4709
Email: sbs@uow.edu.au
Web: www.uow.edu.au/gsb
CRICOS Provider No. 00102E

Q4.

Urutkan, siapa yang mempengaruhi
mendaftar pada universitas ini?

keputusan

Anda

untuk

Siapa

Apa peranannya

(Contoh: ayah, paman, guru, temanteman)

(Contoh: pendanaan, prospek kerja, reputasi,
teman saya belajar di universitas tersebut)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Q5.

Siapa yang membuat keputusan akhir?
_____________________________________________________

Q6.

Terkait dengan pertanyaan
terhadap keputusan tersebut?

Q5,

bagaimana

perasaan

Anda

_____________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________

University of Wollongong NSW 2522 Australia
Telephone: +61 2 4221 3751
Facsimile: +61 2 4221 4709
Email: sbs@uow.edu.au
Web: www.uow.edu.au/gsb
CRICOS Provider No. 00102E

Informasi Latar Belakang Partisipan:
1.

Tahun kelahiran Anda

Laki-laki

2.

Darimana Anda berasal?

Perempuan

Kota/Kabupaten ________________ Provinsi_________________
3.

Pada tahun berapa Anda lulus dari SMU? 200_

4.

Dari jenis SMU mana Anda lulus? (beri centang)
Negeri

5.

7.

Sebutkan___________________

Tidak

Jika Ya, apa? ___________________________________________
Sejak lulus dari SMU, pernahkan Anda mengambil kursus/kuliah di
universitas lain sebelumnya (contoh: diploma/politeknik)? (beri
centang) Ya
Tidak
Jika Ya, dimana?_________________________________________
Apakah universitas ini adalah pilihan pertama Anda? (beri centang)
Ya

8.

Lainnya

Sebelum kuliah, pernahkan Anda mengambil kursus/kuliah di
universitas ini sebelumnya (contoh: diploma/politeknik)?
Ya

6.

Swasta

Tidak

Ke berapa banyak universitas lain selain universitas ini Anda
mendaftarkan diri pada tahun ini? (beri centang) Satu
Dua

9.

Sampai pada jenjang pendidikan tertinggi apa yang Anda ingin
capai?_________________________________________________
10. Apakah ada anggota keluarga Anda (contoh: orang tua, kakak, adik,
saudara) yang pernah belajar di universitas ini? (beri centang)
Ya

Tidak

Jika Ya,
Siapa

Kapan

Jenjang pendidikan
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APPENDIX 3. MODERATOR GUIDE FOR FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION
IN ENGLISH

Moderator’s Guide for Focus Group Discussion
to Students in Indonesian University

Steps:
Introduction
Thank for attendance
Brief background of study
This research is part of a study of student perceptions in the
selection of an Indonesian Public University. The purpose of the
individual questionnaire was to explore factors and reasons
considered by each student when selecting a Public University to
study.
The purpose of the focus-groups will be to explore the decision
process students followed in their decision to study at a particular
Indonesian Public University. The focus-group discussion will
explore issues such as the sources of information the students
(such as advertisements, information from parents, friends and
relatives, visits to the potential university etc.); who influenced
their decision to study in that university and how they felt about
the decision).
It is hoped that this study will help Indonesian universities to
improve their student recruitment strategies.
a.
b.
c.
d.

Acknowledge what has been said in the questionnaire.
Thank them for completing the questionnaire.
Explain the purpose of the focus group discussion.
A small incentive will be given after focus group discussion.

Opinions are important and there are no right or wrong answers.
Seek permission for recording and assure privacy. No reporting of
data with individual identification.
Ethical considerations. Signing of consent form.

Questions:
Decision making Process in General
1. Tell me how you and/or your family chose to study at this
university?
(Decision-making process)
2.

When did you decide to study at this university?
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Information Search
3.

Where and when did you get the information about this university?

4.

In your opinion, what or who was the most useful source of
information?

Influence
5.

Who were the most influential people on the decision?

6.

a. Who finally decided for you to study at this university?
(Who was the person who decided for you to study at this
university?)
b. What were the reasons for the final decision?

Additional Question
7.

Is there anything else you would like to say about choosing ‘a’
university?
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APPENDIX 4. MODERATOR GUIDE FOR FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION
IN INDONESIAN
Panduan Moderator untuk Wawancara Kelompok Terfokus
untuk Mahasiswa Universitas di Indonesia

Langkah-langkah:
• Pendahuluan
• Ucapan terima kasih atas kehadiran dalam FGD ini
• Latar belakang penelitian secara singkat
Penelitian ini adalah bagian dari studi tentang persepsi mahasiswa
dalam memilih universitas negeri di Indonesia. Tujuan dari kuisioner
individu adalah untuk menggali faktor-faktor dan alasan-alasan yang
dipertimbangkan oleh mahasiswa ketika memilih universitas negeri
untuk belajar.
Tujuan dari kelompok terfokus yaitu untuk menggali proses
pengambilan keputusan yang dilalui oleh mahasiswa dalam
memutuskan untuk belajar di universitas negeri tertentu di
Indonesia. Diskusi kelompok fokus akan menggali isu-isu seperti
sumber informasi bagi mahasiswa (seperti iklan, informasi dari
orang tua, teman-teman dan keluarga, kunjungan ke universitas
yang potensial dll); yang mempengaruhi keputusan mereka untuk
belajar di universitas tersebut dan bagaimana perasaan mereka
tentang keputusan tersebut).
Diharapkan penelitian ini akan membantu universitas-universitas di
Indonesia untuk meningkatkan strategi perekrutan mahasiswa
mereka.
a. Menjelaskan maksud dari kuisioner yang telah diberikan
sebelumnya.
b. Ucapan terima kasih untuk mereka yang telah mengisi
kuisioner.
c. Menjelaskan tujuan dari diskusi kelompok terfokus.
d. Sebuah hadiah kecil akan diberikan setelah diskusi
kelompok terfokus berakhir, sebagai ucapan terima kasih.
• Opini adalah penting dan tidak ada jawaban yang benar atau salah.
• Meminta izin untuk merekam dan menjamin privasi. Tidak ada
pelaporan data dengan menggunakan identifikasi pribadi.
• Pertimbangan-pertimbangan etika. Penandatanganan formulir
persetujuan.
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Pertanyaan:
Proses pengambilan keputusan secara umum
1. Tolong ceritakan bagaimana Anda dan/atau keluarga Anda memilih
untuk studi di universitas ini?
(Proses pembuatan keputusan)
2. Kapan Anda memutuskan untuk belajar di universitas ini?
Pencarian Informasi
3. Di mana dan kapan Anda mendapatkan informasi tentang universitas
ini?
4. Menurut pendapat Anda, apa atau siapa yang menjadi sumber
informasi yang paling berguna bagi keputusan Anda tersebut?
Pengaruh
5. Siapakah orang yang paling berpengaruh pada keputusan tersebut?
6. a. Siapa yang akhirnya memutuskan bagi Anda untuk belajar di
universitas ini?
(Siapa yang memutuskan untuk belajar di universitas ini?)
b. Apa alasan-alasan Anda untuk mengambil keputusan akhir
tersebut?
Pertanyaan Tambahan
7. Apakah ada hal lain yang ingin Anda sampaikan tentang memilih
sebuah universitas?
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APPENDIX 5. MODERATOR GUIDE IN ENGLISH FOR PILOT STUDY
Moderator’s Guide for Interview
to be conducted with Parents and their Children
(separately)

Steps:
Introduction
Thank for participation
Brief background of study
Opinions are important and there are no right or wrong answers.
Permission for recording and assure privacy. No reporting of data
with individual identification.
Ethical considerations. Signing of consent form.
Purpose:
To explore and determine the most relevant factors considered by
high school leavers and their respective parents when deciding go to
the Indonesian Public University.
Questions:
1.

What are the important criteria for you and your children when
deciding to go to the public university?
Probe: List as many factors as possible.

2.

How important are each of the criteria?

3.

Why are they important to you?
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APPENDIX 6. MODERATOR GUIDE IN INDONESIAN FOR PILOT STUDY
Pedoman Wawancara untuk Interview
dengan Orang Tua and Anak Mereka (secara terpisah)

Langkah-langkah:
Pendahuluan
Terima kasih atas keikutsertaan dalam wawancara ini
Latar belakang penelitian secara singkat
Pendapat yang disampaikan adalah penting dan tidak ada jawaban
yang benar atau salah.
Memohon ijin untuk merekam dan menjamin kerahasiaannya.
Tidak ada data yang dilaporkan dengan menyertakan identitas
individu.
Pertimbangan etis. Penandatanganan formulir keikutsertaan dalam
penelitian ini.
Tujuan:
Untuk menggali dan menentukan factor yang paling penting yang
dipertimbangkan oleh lulusan SMU dan orang tua mereka ketika
memutuskan untuk memilih universitas negeri di Indonesia.
Pertanyaan:
1.

Kriteria apa saja yang penting menurut Anda dan anak Anda ketika
memutuskan memilih universitas negeri?
Pertanyaan khusus:
banyaknya.

Tolong

dirinci

faktor

tersebut

sebanyak-

2.

Seberapa penting masing-masing kriteria tersebut bagi Anda?

3.

Mengapa kriteria tersebut penting bagi Anda?
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APPENDIX 7. SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE IN ENGLISH
QUESTIONNAIRE
List of Conjoint Attributes and Attribute Levels
No

1

2

3

4

5

6

Attribute

Total
expenses

Reputation

Proximity

Job
prospects

Advice
from
family,
friends
and/or
teachers

Description

The money that students would
have to pay consisting of tuition
fees, food, rent and other
expenses from the date of
commencement of study until
graduation.
Overall reputation of the
university such as university
ranking,
status,
university
achievement and accreditation
as a result of quality of
education including teaching
quality and classroom learning
experience

The distance from
home
including the time taken to get
to university

The
range
of
career
opportunities
available
to
students after graduating

Seeking advice from family (a
group of people having kinship
with the students and including
parents, siblings, and other
relatives); friends (a person
known
well
to
another,
including
classmates,
acquaintances, seniors in high
schools and school graduates
who are currently enrolled in
university and are friends); and
teachers from high school

Overall university surroundings
Campus
including campus environment,
atmosphere facilities inside the university,
interaction and safety

Level

Description

a. High

The total expenses spent for studying
in the university is high

b. Average

The total expenses spent for studying
in the university is average

c. Low

The total expenses spent for studying
in the university is low

a. Strong

The university has a strong overall
reputation

b. Average

The university has an average overall
reputation

c. Poor

The university has a poor overall
reputation

a. Close

The university is close to home (in the
same city and about less than 1 hour
travel)

b. Moderate

The university is a moderate distance
from home (in the same city and about
more than 1 hour travel)

c. Far

The university is far from home (in
different city and/or different province)

a. Good

Would equip me with the qualifications
that provide good job prospects

b. Average

Would equip me with the qualifications
that provide average job prospects

c. Poor

Would equip me with the qualifications
that provide poor job prospects

a. Strongly
recommended

The
university
is
strongly
recommended by my family and/or
friends

b. Moderate
support

The
university
is
moderately
recommended by my family and/or
friends

c. None/negative

The university is not recommended by
my family and/or friends; my family
and/or friends have no opinion about
the university

a. Great

The university has a great campus
atmosphere

b. Average

The university has average campus
atmosphere

c. Very little

The university has very little campus
atmosphere
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Please view each of the university profile on table displayed. For each university profile, please give a
tick in the appropriate box according to how much you like that university profile with the described
attributes. A response of 1 would indicate that you DO NOT Prefer the product at all, and a response of
10 would indicate that you DO greatly prefer the university. Assume all other attributes are the same.

Q1. Please rate your preference for each university profile

P1

P2

P3

Total expenses

Low

Reputation

Poor

Proximity

Close

Job prospects

Poor

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

Moderate support

Campus
atmosphere

Great

Total expenses

Low

Reputation

Poor

Proximity

Moderate

Job prospects

Poor

Do NOT prefer

1

Strongly recommended

Campus
atmosphere

Very little

Total expenses

High

Reputation

Strong

Proximity

Moderate

Job prospects

Good
Moderate support

Campus
atmosphere

Very little

4

5

6

7

8

2

2

9 10

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

Do NOT prefer

1

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

3

Do NOT prefer

1

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

2

DO prefer

9 10

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Note:
P1, P2, P3, ......P22 : Profile 1, 2, 3,....22
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P4

P5

P6

P7

Total expenses

High

Reputation

Poor

Proximity

Moderate

Job prospects

Average

Do NOT prefer

1

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

None/negative

Campus
atmosphere

Great

Total expenses

Low

Reputation

Strong

Proximity

Close

Job prospects

Average

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

None/negative

Campus
atmosphere

Very little

Total expenses

Low

Reputation

Strong

Proximity

Far

Job prospects

Average

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

Strongly recommended

Campus
atmosphere

Average

Total expenses

Average

Reputation

Strong

Proximity

Moderate

Job prospects

Poor

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

None/negative

Campus
atmosphere

Average

DO prefer

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Do NOT prefer

1

DO prefer

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Do NOT prefer

1

2

2

9 10

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

Do NOT prefer
prefer
1

9 10

3

9 10

DO

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Note:

P1, P2, P3, ......P22 : Profil 1, 2, 3,....22
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P8

P9

P10

P11

Total expenses

Average

Reputation

Poor

Proximity

Far

Job prospects

Good

Do NOT prefer

1

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

None/negative

Campus
atmosphere

Very little

Total expenses

Average

Reputation

Average

Proximity

Close

Job prospects

Average

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

Moderate support

Campus
atmosphere

Very little

Total expenses

High

Reputation

Average

Proximity

Close

Job prospects

Poor

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

None/negative

Campus
atmosphere

Average

Total expenses

High

Reputation

Poor

Proximity

Far

Job prospects

Average

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

Moderate support

Campus
atmosphere

Average

2

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

Do NOT prefer

1

2

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

Do NOT prefer

1

2

2

9 10

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

Do NOT prefer

1

9 10

9 10

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Note:

P1, P2, P3, ......P22 : Profil 1, 2, 3,....22
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P12

P13

P14

P15

Total expenses

Average

Reputation

Poor

Proximity

Close

Job prospects

Good

Do NOT prefer

1

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

Strongly recommended

Campus
atmosphere

Average

Total expenses

Low

Reputation

Average

Proximity

Moderate

Job prospects

Good

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

Moderate support

Campus
atmosphere

Average

Total expenses

High

Reputation

Average

Proximity

Far

Job prospects

Poor

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

Strongly recommended

Campus
atmosphere

Very little

Total expenses

Average

Reputation

Average

Proximity

Moderate

Job prospects

Average

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

Strongly recommended

Campus
atmosphere

Great

2

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Do NOT prefer

1

2

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Do NOT prefer

1

2

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Do NOT prefer

1

2

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Note:

P1, P2, P3, ......P22 : Profil 1, 2, 3,....22
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P16

P17

P18

P19

Total expenses

High

Reputation

Strong

Proximity

Close

Job prospects

Good

Do NOT prefer

1

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

Strongly recommended

Campus
atmosphere

Great

Total expenses

Average

Reputation

Strong

Proximity

Far

Job prospects

Poor

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

Moderate support

Campus
atmosphere

Great

Total expenses

Low

Reputation

Average

Proximity

Far

Job prospects

Good

Advice from
Family, Friends
and/or Teachers

None/Negative

Campus
atmosphere

Great

Total expenses

Low

Reputation

Strong

Proximity

Close

Job prospects

Average

Advice from
Family, Friends
and/or Teachers

None/Negative

Campus
atmosphere

Great

2

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Do NOT prefer

1

2

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Do NOT prefer

1

2

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Do NOT prefer

1

2

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Note:

P1, P2, P3, ......P22 : Profil 1, 2, 3,....22
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P20

P21

P22

Total expenses

Average

Reputation

Strong

Proximity

Far

Job prospects

Good

Do NOT prefer

1

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

Strongly recommended

Campus
atmosphere

Great

Total expenses

High

Reputation

Poor

Proximity

Far

Job prospects

Poor

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

Moderate support

Campus
atmosphere

Average

Total expenses

Low

Reputation

Strong

Proximity

Far

Job prospects

Good

Advice from
family, friends
and/or teachers

Moderate support

Campus
atmosphere

Average

2

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Do NOT prefer

1

2

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Do NOT prefer

1

2

DO prefer

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Note:

P1, P2, P3, ......P22 : Profil 1, 2, 3,....22

…/ Continued overleaf
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How important are each of the factors when choosing a public university?
Please tick only one box to indicate your response
University offers (e.g. scholarship)

Q1.
Unimportant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Self-Motivation/Determination/Challenge

Q2.
Unimportant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Important

Suitability of Course

Q3.
Unimportant

Important
1

Q4.

Important

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Promotional Materials (such as brochures detailing campus
facilities, courses and subjects, and opportunity after graduation)
Unimportant

Important
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Background Information:
B1. Your gender (please tick) Male

Female

B2. Where do you come from?
City/Town ___________________ Province ___________________
B3. In which year did you graduate from high school? 200_
B4. From what kind of high school did you graduate? (please tick)
Public

Private

Other (Please specify)

________________

B5. Since leaving high school, have you ever taken vocational or
technical courses at a university?
(please tick) Yes

No

(Go to B7)

If Yes, what? ___________________________________________
and where? _____________________________________________
If Yes, go to B6.
B6. Is the university that you studied for vocational or technical courses
your first choice now? (please tick) Yes
No
B7. How many universities have you applied for admission this year?
(please tick) One
Two
Three
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APPENDIX 8. SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE IN INDONESIAN
KUISIONER
Daftar Atribut Conjoint dan Level Atribut
No

1

2

3

4

Atribut

Biaya
Total

Reputasi

Jarak
tempuh

Uraian
Uang yang harus dibayar oleh
mahasiswa, yang terdiri dari
biaya pendidikan, makanan,
sewa kos dan biaya lainnya dari
tanggal dimulainya studi sampai
lulus
Reputasi universitas secara
keseluruhan seperti peringkat
universitas, status, prestasi
universitas dan akreditasi
sebagai hasil dari kualitas
pendidikan termasuk kualitas
mengajar dan pengalaman
belajar di kelas

Jarak tempuh dari rumah
termasuk waktu yang
dibutuhkan untuk sampai ke
universitas

Level
a. Tinggi

Biaya total yang dikeluarkan untuk studi di
universitas tersebut tinggi

b. Sedang

Biaya total yang dikeluarkan untuk studi di
universitas tersebut sedang

c. Rendah

Biaya total yang dikeluarkan untuk studi di
universitas tersebut rendah

a. Baik

Universitas tersebut memiliki reputasi yang
baik secara keseluruhan

b. Sedang

Universitas tersebut memiliki reputasi yang
sedang secara keseluruhan

c. Rendah

Universitas tersebut memiliki reputasi yang
rendah secara keseluruhan

a. Dekat

Universitas tersebut dekat dengan rumah (di
kota yang sama dan sekitar kurang dari 1 jam
perjalanan)

b. Sedang

Universitas tersebut berjarak sedang dari
rumah (di kota yang sama dan sekitar lebih
dari 1 jam perjalanan)

c. Jauh

Universitas tersebut berjarak jauh dari rumah
(di kota dan/atau propinsi yang berbeda)

a. Bagus

Akan melengkapi saya dengan kualifikasi
yang memberikan prospek pekerjaan yang
baik

Prospek
Berbagai kesempatan karir yang
b. Cukup baik
pekerjaan tersedia bagi siswa setelah lulus

c. Terbatas

5

6

Uraian

Akan melengkapi saya dengan kualifikasi
yang memberikan prospek pekerjaan yang
cukup baik
Akan melengkapi saya dengan kualifikasi
yang memberikan prospek pekerjaan yang
terbatas

Mencari saran dari keluarga a. Sangat
Universitas tersebut sangat direkomendasikan
yang merupakan sekelompok
direkomendasioleh keluarga, teman dan/atau guru
orang yang memiliki kekerabatan
kan
dengan siswa termasuk orang
Saran
Universitas tersebut mendapat dukungan
tua, saudara, dan kerabat b. Dukungan
dari
yang sedang dari keluarga, teman dan/atau
lainnya; teman yang adalah
yang
sedang
keluarga,
guru
orang yang saling kenal baik,
teman
termasuk teman-teman sekelas,
dan/atau
Universitas
tersebut
tidak
mendapat
kenalan, kakak kelas (senior) di
guru
dukungan dari keluarga, teman dan/atau
SMU dan lulusan sekolah yang c. Tidak ada
dukungan/
guru; keluarga, teman dan/atau guru tidak
saat ini terdaftar di universitas
Negatif
memberikan pendapat apapun tentang
dan merupakan teman-teman,
universitas tersebut
dan guru dari SMU

Suasana
Kampus

Keseluruhan lingkungan
universitas dan sekitarnya
termasuk lingkungan kampus,
fasilitas di dalam universitas,
interaksi antar siswa dan
keselamatan di kampus

a. Bagus

Universitas memiliki suasana kampus yang
bagus

b. Rata-rata

Universitas memiliki suasana kampus seperti
rata-rata kampus pada umumnya

c. Sederhana

Universitas memiliki suasana kampus yang
sederhana
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Silakan lihat setiap profil universitas pada tabel yang ditampilkan sebelumnya. Untuk setiap profil
(P) universitas, harap beri tanda centang ( ) pada kotak yang sesuai berdasarkan seberapa besar
Anda menyukai profil universitas tersebut sesuai dengan atribut yang telah dijelaskan sebelumnya.
Respon 1 akan menunjukkan bahwa Anda SANGAT TIDAK menyukai sama sekali, dan respon 10
akan menunjukkan bahwa Anda SANGAT menyukai universitas tersebut. Asumsikan bahwa semua
atribut lainnya adalah sama.
Q1. Silahkan tentukan tingkat pilihan Anda terhadap tiap-tiap profil universitas
berikut

P1

P2

P3

Biaya Total

Rendah

Reputasi

Rendah

Jarak tempuh

Dekat

Prospek pekerjaan

Terbatas

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Dukungan yang sedang

Suasana Kampus

Bagus

Biaya Total

Rendah

Reputasi

Rendah

Jarak tempuh

Sedang

Prospek pekerjaan

Terbatas

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Sangat
direkomendasikan

Suasana Kampus

Sederhana

Biaya Total

Tinggi

Reputasi

Baik

Jarak tempuh

Sedang

Prospek pekerjaan

Bagus

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Dukungan yang sedang

Suasana Kampus

Sederhana

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Note:

P1, P2, P3, ......P22 : Profil 1, 2, 3,....22
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P4

P5

P6

P7

Biaya Total

Tinggi

Reputasi

Rendah

Jarak tempuh

Sedang

Prospek
pekerjaan

Cukup baik

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Tidak ada
dukungan/Negatif

Suasana Kampus

Bagus

Biaya Total

Rendah

Reputasi

Baik

Jarak tempuh

Dekat

Prospek
pekerjaan

Cukup baik

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Tidak ada
dukungan/Negatif

Suasana Kampus

Sederhana

Biaya Total

Rendah

Reputasi

Baik

Jarak tempuh

Jauh

Prospek
pekerjaan

Cukup baik

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Sangat
direkomendasikan

Suasana Kampus

Rata-rata

Biaya Total

Sedang

Reputasi

Baik

Jarak tempuh

Sedang

Prospek pekerjaan

Terbatas

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Tidak ada
dukungan/Negatif

Suasana Kampus

Rata-rata

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Note:

P1, P2, P3, ......P22 : Profil 1, 2, 3,....22
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P8

P9

P10

P11

Biaya Total

Sedang

Reputasi

Rendah

Jarak tempuh

Jauh

Prospek pekerjaan

Bagus

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Tidak
dukungan/Negatif

Suasana Kampus

Sederhana

Biaya Total

Sedang

Reputasi

Sedang

Jarak tempuh

Dekat

Prospek pekerjaan

Cukup baik

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Dukungan yang sedang

Suasana Kampus

Sederhana

Biaya Total

Tinggi

Reputasi

Cukup baik

Jarak tempuh

Dekat

Prospek pekerjaan

Terbatas

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Tidak
dukungan/Negatif

Suasana Kampus

Rata-rata

Biaya Total

Tinggi

Reputasi

Rendah

Jarak tempuh

Jauh

Prospek pekerjaan

Cukup baik

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Dukungan yang sedang

Suasana Kampus

Rata-rata

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

ada

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

ada

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Note:

P1, P2, P3, ......P22 : Profil 1, 2, 3,....22
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P12

P13

P14

P15

Biaya Total

Sedang

Reputasi

Rendah

Jarak tempuh

Dekat

Prospek pekerjaan

Bagus

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Sangat
direkomendasikan

Suasana Kampus

Rata-rata

Biaya Total

Rendah

Reputasi

Sedang

Jarak tempuh

Sedang

Prospek pekerjaan

Bagus

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Dukungan yang sedang

Suasana Kampus

Rata-rata

Biaya Total

Tinggi

Reputasi

Sedang

Jarak tempuh

Jauh

Prospek pekerjaan

Terbatas

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Sangat
direkomendasikan

Suasana Kampus

Sederhana

Biaya Total

Sedang

Reputasi

Sedang

Jarak tempuh

Sedang

Prospek pekerjaan

Cukup baik

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Sangat
direkomendasikan

Suasana Kampus

Bagus

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Note:

P1, P2, P3, ......P22 : Profil 1, 2, 3,....22
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P16

P17

P18

P19

Biaya Total

Tinggi

Reputasi

Baik

Jarak tempuh

Dekat

Prospek pekerjaan

Bagus

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Sangat
direkomendasikan

Suasana Kampus

Bagus

Biaya Total

Sedang

Reputasi

Baik

Jarak tempuh

Jauh

Prospek pekerjaan

Terbatas

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Dukungan yang sedang

Suasana Kampus

Bagus

Biaya Total

Rendah

Reputasi

Sedang

Jarak tempuh

Jauh

Prospek pekerjaan

Bagus

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Tidak ada
dukungan/Negatif

Suasana Kampus

Bagus

Biaya Total

Rendah

Reputasi

Baik

Jarak tempuh

Dekat

Prospek pekerjaan

Cukup baik

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Tidak ada
dukungan/Negatif

Suasana Kampus

Bagus

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Note:

P1, P2, P3, ......P22 : Profil 1, 2, 3,....22
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P20

P21

P22

Biaya Total

Sedang

Reputasi

Baik

Jarak tempuh

Jauh

Prospek pekerjaan

Bagus

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Sangat
direkomendasikan

Suasana Kampus

Bagus

Biaya Total

Tinggi

Reputasi

Sedang

Jarak tempuh

Jauh

Prospek pekerjaan

Terbatas

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Dukungan yang sedang

Suasana Kampus

Rata-rata

Biaya Total

Rendah

Reputasi

Baik

Jarak tempuh

Jauh

Prospek pekerjaan

Bagus

Saran dari
keluarga, teman
dan/atau guru

Dukungan yang sedang

Suasana Kampus

Rata-rata

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

SANGAT TIDAK
suka

1

2

SANGAT
suka

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Note:

P1, P2, P3, ......P22 : Profil 1, 2, 3,....22

…/ Berlanjut kehalaman berikutnya
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Seberapa penting faktor-faktor berikut dalam memilih sebuah perguruan tinggi negeri?
Harap mencentang ( ) hanya pada satu kotak untuk menunjukkan pilihan Anda
Q1.

Penawaran-penawaran dari Universitas (contoh: beasiswa)
Tidak penting

Q2.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Penting

9 10

Motivasi diri/Tekad/Tantangan
Tidak penting

Penting
1

Q3.

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10

Kesesuaian Mata Kuliah
Tidak penting

Q4.

2

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Penting

9 10

Alat-alat promosi seperti brosur yang merinci tentang fasilitas
kampus, mata kuliah dan minat studi, dan peluang setelah lulus)
Tidak penting

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Penting

9 10

Informasi Latar Belakang Responden:
B1. Jenis kelamin Anda (beri centang) Laki-laki

Perempuan

B2. Darimana Anda berasal?
Kota/Kabupaten ________________ Propinsi__________________
B3. Pada tahun berapa Anda lulus dari SMU? 200_
B4. Dari jenis SMU mana Anda lulus? (beri centang)
Negeri
Swasta
Lainnya (Sebutkan)
__________________
B5. Sejak lulus dari SMU, pernahkan Anda mengambil pendidikan
vokasional (diploma/politeknik) atau kursus-kursus teknis lainnya di
sebuah universitas sebelumnya? (beri centang) Ya
Tidak
(Lanjut ke B7)
Jika Ya, pendidikan atau kursus apa? _______________________
dan di mana? ___________________________________________
Jika Ya, Lanjut ke B6.
B6. Apakah universitas tempat Anda mengambil pendidikan vokasional
(diploma/politeknik) atau kursus-kursus teknis lainnya tersebut
adalah pilihan pertama Anda saat ini? (beri centang)
Ya
Tidak
B7. Berapa banyak universitas yang Anda pilih untuk mendaftar pada
tahun ini? (beri centang) Satu
Dua
Tiga
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